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Statntory Orders and Notifications Issned hy the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


(RtD'M R>hio) 

^ 7 2020 

FT.air. 48.—3TRT7I 3Tfl)Pl4ti, 1987 (1987 TT 53) STKI 6 ^STTTT (1) % (F.) % 

^ TT fTT, -Hi+K, U.d't^KI 3TH^ ^ arflmft' 

%TrTt f%wr, ^ ^ cic-+H wfm ^ afrr wm ^ =^1' 

3TRT7I fl 


100 GI/2020 
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MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Financial Services) 

New Delhi, the 7th January, 2020 

S.O. 48. —In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (e) of Sub-Section (1) of Section 6 of the National 
Housing Bank Act, 1987 (53 of 1987), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Anand Madhukar, Officer on 
Special Duty (OSD), Department of Financial Services, New Delhi as a Director on the Board of Directors of National 
Housing Bank with immediate effect and until further orders vice Shri Pankaj Jain. 

[F. No. 24/17/2010-IF-II] 
NEHA CHAUHAN, Dy. Director 

f%«TFT) 

8 2020 

HTTTT, (fN" % % f%TT SHTbr) 1976 % 10 % 

(4) % FT ftWT % +nTv| 4 STSTR an^, FTNYt^flft 

5r?ll'HPi'+ 51^, TT 'hMlvld 80 ^ ajf^ +4^lR41' ^ TT Tipf HTSTTi WM W w: 

Rrt ^ arfll^Rid TiTcft |l 

[TT. H. f-l 1017/3/2017-f|^-2 ft^aiR 

FUft-^T (TT^IFTHT) 


(Department of Revenue) 

(HINDI SECTION - 2) 

New Delhi, the 8th January, 2020 

S.O. 49. —In pursuance of sub rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Languages (Use for Official Purpose of the 
Union) Rules, 1976, the central government, herby notifies. Office of The Principal Commissioner, CGST AND Central 
Excise, Administrative Zone, Ujjain, where more than 80% staff have acquired the working knowledge of Hindi. 


[F. No. E-11017/3/2017-Hindi-II DOR DOR] 
Dr. SATISH CHANDRA, Jt. Director (OL) 


8 2020 

^.311. 50.—Bi+K, TMFTHT (FR % SpfRRf % Rpr srR) 1976 % 10 % 

'a'jRldB (4) % ai^wi FT YRR" ftWT % aj^ TT 'FNlviq, ttut, 

(31%^), zM f^rH% 80 ^ ajf^ +4^1 Rdf 4 TT tip? HTSTTI ffR W TR 44 arfll^Rcl 


[TT. H. 4-11017/3/2017-f|^4t-2 ffaifaTR ftajtaiR] 

Fi^ f44?I^ (FTRFTHT) 
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New Delhi, the 8th January, 2020 

S.O. 50. —In pursuance of sub rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Languages (Use for Official Purpose of the 
Union) Rules, 1976, the central government, herby notifies. Office of The Additional Commissioner, Central Goods, 
Service Tax and Central Excise (Audit), Ranchi, where more than 80% staff have acquired the working knowledge of 
Hindi. 


[F. No. E-11017/3/2017-Hindi-II DOR DOR] 
Dr. SATISH CHANDRA, Jt. Director (OL) 


8 2020 

^.3ir. 51.— ^f^TTsufbrr) I976%f^^ 10 % 
(4) % FTf%wr% 311^qq WT, ^m^Ftair, fWt 

80 ^ arf^ +4^lR4l' ^ TT Tipf HTSTTi fTR W ^ RrT ^ arfsrgf^Tl |l 

[TT. H. 1017/3/2017-f|^-2 ff^aiR ff^aiR] 

f^?I^ (TMFTHT) 


New Delhi, the 8th January, 2020 

S.O. 51. —In pursuance of sub rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Languages (Use for Official Purpose of the 
Union) Rules, 1976, the central government, herby notifies. Office of The Commissioner of Customs, Custom House, 
Marmagoa, Goa, where more than 80% staff have acquired the working knowledge of Hindi. 

[F. No. E-11017/3/2017-Hindi-II DOR DOR] 

Dr. SATISH CHANDRA, Jt. Director (OL) 


8 2020 

^.air. 52.—'H'l'+K, TMFTHT (hr % SpftRRf % f%TT suftR) 1 976 % ^ 0 % 

HRf^RH (4) % ar^FURl FT TRRR f%RTR % %^=#(R HTH Rf f^Rl% 80 Rf^^IR ^ 

arfsiR r4riR 4'I' 4 RT RPf RTSIR RTR RTR RT RtRT f, Rt 3Tf^^[f%R TRTft' fl 

[TR.R. 1017/3/201 7- f|^^-2 4tRt3TR ftRtRR] 

FuRr RRR, fR%?IR (TTRRTRT) 


New Delhi, the 8th January, 2020 

S.O. 52.—In pursuance of sub rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Languages (Use for Official Purpose of the 
Union) Rules, 1976, the central government, herby notifies. Office of The Commissioner (Appeal-I), Central Goods and 
Service Tax, New Delhi, where more than 80% staff have acquired the working knowledge of Hindi. 


[F. No. E-11017/3/2017-Hindi-II DOR DOR] 
Dr. SATISH CHANDRA, Jt. Director (OL) 
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8 2020 

53.—HTTTT, TM^TIHT (FHI % % f%TT suftTf) 1976 % 10 % 

(4) % 3r5wr ft <Nf=i ftwr % 3 t#t an^, ^ %Tr^ TftsH) 

STT^rTTFUT, f%H% 80 ^ aiflr^ 'F4 ^iR 4'1' ^ f|^ TT Tipf fTR W TIT f%4T |, ^ 

3Tflrgf%T TIT^ |l 

[W. t. i-^ 1017/3/2017- f|^^-2 fr^aiR fT^aiR] 

TT. FUft^T f^^ITl (TT^IFTHT) 


New Delhi, the 8th January, 2020 

S.O. 53.—In pursuance of sub rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Languages (Use for Official Purpose of the 
Union) Rules, 1976, the central government, herby notifies. Office of The Commissioner, Central Goods and Service 
Tax (Audit) Commissionerate, Dehradun, where more than 80% staff have acquired the working knowledge of Hindi. 

[F. No. E-11017/3/2017-Hindi-IIDORDOR] 

Dr. SATISH CHANDRA, Jt. Director (OL) 


Ml) 

20 R^H< , 2019 

TT.air. 54.—%^ HTTTT 0 ,d^KI, FHTrfN' RfiMOcdH Tlf^nGT 3Ti%f^^, 1994 (1994 TT HW 55) 
% 3 7f4T W 5 % 1 (ii) ?1TT TTcT TT SHTbr TIT^ ^ Tpf, STK 

HHT^TTT, OtR'I'JI, ^ ^MTl^ fiTHd, T?t, ^ HHR RfiMH fiTHd # aiRRqd TipfFTK arrsTlT 

TT % TT % SHTTl ^ dc+H ^ ^ 31^ % f%TT HHR RfiMH fiTHd FT 

f%c!^ HHT^TTT % TT % RdRld TT SflTTl ^ITT TipfFTT f%TT ^ ^ SJW aTFrTTfft 3TT%?ff clTl, ^ ^ 

^ft, FTTTcfRr RfiMOcdH Tlf^TlT^%f^^in HTTf FT aj^ITTRmHTFT-% TTTT f^^frFTIT^ fl 

[TT. Ft. T^-24015/2/2015-TtWt-^-f^-^-] 

3RTFrf%^ 


MINISTRY OF CIVIL AVIATION 

(AAI SECTION) 

New Delhi, the 20th December, 2019 

S.O. 54.—In exercise of the powers conferred under Section 3 and sub-section l(ii) of Section 5 of the Airports 
Authority of India Act, 1994 (No.55 of 1994), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Praveen Garg, Additional 
Secretary & Financial Advisor, Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change, who is holding charge of Financial 
Advisor, Ministry of Civil Aviation on additional charge basis, as part-time Member on the Board of Airports Authority 
of India with immediate effect for a period of three years or until a regular incumbent joins the post of Financial Advisor, 
Ministry of Civil Aviation or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. AV-24015/2/2015-AAI-MOCA] 
NARENDRA SINGH, Under Secy. 
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R?1M R'HHI) 

^ f^, 3 2020 

^.311. 55—'H<+K, TIR^TRT (^ % SRtRRf % f%TT SRt^) 1976 

1987, 2007 afrr 2011) % 10 % (4) % si^WT #, f%?rR 44H4 % 

T^TTR" f^^TR ftWT % 3ifh- D+nRlf^d 80 srf^^R ^ aif^ ^ ftf)" ^ 

+ | 4 ''HI£R 1 ?rR W 417 f%Rr I, ^ L!,dg,KI aiflj^Rd 417 ^ |: 

1. T^TR 4iRt7R, 4171^ 7t^, 3TR^ RR, 3^71^-482004 

2. T^TR TTsrRt^, |47RT4-50001 6 

[44. t. 4 IR 4 D f|-3/2/2009-7T.R.] 
4Tt. %. 74R^Tf^?r41 (^^TTTR) 


MINISTRY OF EARTH SCIENCES 
(Meteorological Department) 

New Delhi, the 3rd January, 2020 

S.O. 55.—In pursuance of sub-rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Language (use for official purposes of the 
Union) Rules, 1976 (as amended in 1987, 2007 and 2011), the Central Government hereby notifies the following offices 
under the India Meteorological Department, a subordinate office of the Ministry of Earth Sciences whereof more than 80 
percent staff have acquired working knowledge of Hindi. 

1. Meteorological Office, Katani Road, Jabalpur- 482004 

2. Meteorological Centre, Begumpet Airport, Hyderabad- 500016 

[F. No. DGM H-3/2/2009-OL] 
Y. K. REDDY, DDG (Administration) 


RT^jfcRF ^71 4RcR 

4^ Revll, 10 3144^, 2020 

an. 56.—#^ 717447 ^ ^r^lfef44 sfk 74f^ WT7fR4 ( ^ ^ WTHT ^ 31)^1447 ^ 313)4) 
3lf^P|i|4, 1962 (l962 44 50) (Rjl't) ^71^1 ^'40 44414 4xt> 3rf^P|i|4 061 441 ) 4?! 4R 3 4?! 444R1 ( 1 ) ^ 

31^ 34^ 4)t 4^ 4174 717017 ^ ^l^lfeRR 44 %1 4Rle4 4^) 3Tf?l7)441 71. 44. 34. 1444(3l) 4lfl74 3/10/2018 
44 44. 34. 1445(31) dlTl'isI 3/10/2018 311 4174 ^ 713144 71. 39 dlTl'isI 30/09/2018 ^ 06/10/2018 45) 

444ftl4 4)t 4^ sh, 1471 471 3lfSr7)^41 ^ TlelR 3]4,7)x)l ^ ^ ^ 7134 ^1 4174 0141^^14 

4)t 4llf%4 f^444fr ^ 40 4f^ ^^lfel44 ^ ^ mRcI 64 ^ 4llf%4 0)4^^ ^7R 

WlelR4 4fM3141 ^ 4444 ^ 4llf%4 ^TR MI^McHI^4 41^ 1471 40 WT71R4 ^ 44)314 ^ 

444)4 ^ 3lf£l0R 44 313)4 ^ 314^ 31R4 4)) 4)W 4)) a)); 

3)17 40 713144 3lf?l7)441 4?) 4f^ 31441 4ll 4lfl74 15/12/2018 ^ 20/02/2019 ^ #4 440^1 4171 ^ 4^ a)); 

3fl7 715R 4lRl0lfr 40 3lf£lR[44 4)) 4R 6 4)) 44071 (1) ^ 31#4, ^^^#14 717017 4ll 310^1 ^ ^ t; 

3fl7 717017 40 47 f^RR 417^ ^ 40414, 3fl7 44 TRRIR ^ 311^ 47 4?) 40 ^ MI^Meil^4 

ftlR^ ^ 341)^ t, 471^1 444)4 ^ 31)^1447 44 313)4 417^ 44 RPl^44 %41 t ; 
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3IcT: ^ £fRT 6 WIRT (l) 1[RT PP PPpp ZTP HlW 

PRcfr t % ?TT SlfeRjxpTT ^ TTePH ^ RPlRte ^ ^ ^ ^ PT 3RfH 

%^IT RTcTT t; 

3fk TR47R ^ srf^rf^RPT f% HR! 6 f% WIRT (4) 1[RT ^iRbill' PP PPHy ZTP ^ t % 

^ ^ ^ WTFT P7T 3rf£EFR ^ HlW ^ PPT?EI f% cTF^ PTl TRP7R i\ ^ f% ifRR, TpfT 

Reei'JIHl' ^ ^xF, PTff%Ef ^eFf f^rflcT I 

f^rar: 






HPT TTPT 

TF? HF«R 

^HTITef 

#H57R 


q-tfifleN! 

RhvjlIct-cbMdH (t^ TT. 25) 

39/3 

0 

02 

07 

39/4 

0 

13 

56 

39/5 

0 

7 

43 

40/9 

0 

7 

45 

40/11 

0 

10 

21 

40/16 

0 

00 

45 

40/17 

0 

09 

69 

44/7 

0 

08 

96 

44/10 

0 

05 

93 

44/11 

0 

01 

56 

44/13 

0 

02 

53 

44/14 

0 

02 

91 

44/15 

0 

04 

55 

44/16 

0 

10 

41 

46/5 

0 

02 

48 

46/6 

0 

03 

55 

46/7 

0 

03 

73 

46/8 

0 

08 

02 

46/9 

0 

00 

33 

46/10 

0 

03 

50 

46/11 

0 

00 

11 

46/17 

0 

01 

05 

47/2 

0 

05 

48 

58/11 

0 

02 

73 

58/12 

0 

03 

24 

58/13 

0 

02 

11 

58/14 

0 

01 

43 

58/15 

0 

03 

66 

58/16 

0 

03 

64 

59/1 

0 

01 

85 
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RhvjlIct-cbMdH 25) 59/2 

0 

08 

91 

59/3 

0 

02 

91 

59/4 

0 

02 

51 

60/1 

00 

3 

62 

60/3 

0 

08 

94 

61/10 

0 

04 

39 

62/10 

0 

02 

88 

62/11 

0 

02 

38 

62/12 

0 

05 

06 

62/14 

0 

03 

41 

62/15 

0 

02 

12 

62/16 

0 

03 

47 

63/2 

0 

02 

32 

63/3 

0 

02 

08 

63/5 

0 

02 

18 

63/6 

0 

02 

47 

63/7 

0 

02 

48 

63/8 

0 

05 

23 

63/9 

0 

10 

86 

90/4 

0 

04 

54 

90/6 

0 

04 

48 

90/7 

0 

03 

50 

90/10 

0 

04 

21 

90/11 

0 

07 

00 

91/11 

0 

04 

87 

91/12 

0 

05 

03 

91/13 

0 

06 

35 

91/14 

0 

04 

21 

91/15 

0 

02 

18 

91/16 

0 

01 

53 

91/17 

0 

02 

51 

101 /9 

0 

05 

78 

101/10 

0 

04 

68 

101/11 

0 

00 

38 

101/12 

0 

00 

24 
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TT. 24) 49/1 

49/2 

54/7 

54/11 


0 

00 

32 

0 

00 

17 

0 

00 

22 

0 

00 

11 






cTT^^: arr^ 

(7^ TT. 13) 

27/4 

0 

04 

65 


27/5 

0 

00 

80 


27/6 

0 

03 

62 


27/7 

0 

04 

15 


27/15 

0 

03 

25 


27/16 

0 

04 

80 


30/1 

0 

02 

60 


30/3 

0 

08 

95 


30/4 

0 

02 

65 


30/5 

0 

09 

75 


30/6 

0 

06 

75 


30/7 

0 

09 

70 


30/8 

0 

04 

95 


30/10 

0 

03 

57 


36/1 

0 

17 

45 


36/2 

0 

00 

30 


36/3 

0 

06 

15 


36/4 

0 

01 

55 


37/1 

0 

08 

10 


37/2 

0 

06 

45 


37/3 

0 

05 

28 


39/1 

0 

05 

22 


39/2 

0 

04 

55 


39/4 

0 

00 

55 


39/11 

0 

02 

95 


39/13 

0 

00 

52 


40/13 

0 

00 

30 


49/10 

0 

04 

58 


49/11 

0 

02 

30 


49/12 

0 

03 

80 


49/13 

0 

05 

93 
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13) 

49/14 

0 

01 

20 


49/15 

0 

05 

90 


49/16 

0 

03 

10 


50/4 

0 

09 

42 


50/7 

0 

12 

67 


90/2 

0 

04 

05 

Sn^cTT ^ 35) 

163/5 

0 

00 

22 


207/6 

0 

10 

02 


208/4 

0 

00 

49 


208/12 

0 

03 

15 


208/15 

0 

00 

47 


213/6 

0 

01 

87 


213/7 

0 

02 

23 


213/8 

0 

03 

03 


213/9 

0 

00 

61 


213/10 

0 

00 

82 


213/11 

0 

03 

06 


213/12 

0 

06 

51 


213/13 

0 

08 

97 


213/15 

0 

04 

75 


218/5 

0 

00 

08 


218/6 

0 

03 

76 


218/7 

0 

00 

63 


218/8 

0 

01 

92 


218/9 

0 

04 

24 


218/10 

0 

03 

28 


218/11 

0 

00 

95 


218/13 

0 

03 

09 


218/16 

0 

03 

59 


218/17 

0 

02 

85 


218/18 

0 

03 

20 

^fWirs. 32 ) 

150/6 

0 

07 

37 


153/8 

0 

00 

22 


156/6 

0 

00 

65 


279/13 

0 

01 

52 


280/2 

0 

00 

29 


282/8 

0 

00 

20 
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qWrrg (7^ TT. 32) 

282/11 

0 

00 

13 


282/13 

0 

00 

37 


307/3 

0 

04 

44 


307/5 

0 

03 

06 

(7^ TT. 28) 

192/6 

0 

00 

97 


[TH. TT. 3TR-12031/l96/2017-3ll3nT-I/f-19746] 


'U'lHIcbHK, 3 TcR 

O ' 


MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 

New Delhi, the lOth January, 2020 

S.O. 56. —Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas Act S.O. No 1444 dated 03.10.2018 and S.O No. 1445 dated 03.10.2018 published in Govt, of India Gazette No. 
39 dated 30.09.2018 to 06.10.2018, issued under sub section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines 
(Acquisition of Right of User in the Land) Act, 1962 (Central Act 50 of 1962) (herein after referred to as said Act), the 
Central Government declared its intention to acquire the Right of User in the land specified in the schedule appended to 
that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline for the transportation of Liquefied Petroleum Gas from Kochi 
Refinery of Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited in the State of Kerala to Salem in the State of Tamilnadu. 

AND, Whereas, the copies of the said Gazette notifications have been made available to the public between 
15.12.2018 to 20.02.2019. 

AND, Whereas, the Competent Authority in pursuance of sub section (1) of section 6 of the said Act has 
submitted his report to the Central Government. 

AND, Whereas, the Central Government, after considering the said report, is satisfied that the Right of User in 
the said land specified in the schedule appended should be acquired. 

Now, therefore in exercise of the powers conferred by sub section (1) of the Section 6 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby declared that the Right of User in the Land specified in the schedule appended to this 
notification are hereby acquired. 

AND, further, in exercise of powers conferred by sub section (4) of the section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs that the Right Of User in the said lands shall, instead of vesting in the Central Government 
vest free from all encumbrances in the Kochi - Salem Pipeline Private Limited. 


SCHEDULE 

STATE : KERALA DISTRICT : ERNAKULAM TALUK : KUNNATHUNADU 


VILLAGE 

SURVEY NUMBERS 

AREA 

HECTARES 

ARES 

SQ MTRS 

KIZHAKKAMBALAM 

BLOCK NO. 25 

39/3 

0 

02 

07 


39/4 

0 

13 

56 


39/5 

0 

07 

43 


40/9 

0 

07 

45 


40/11 

0 

10 

21 


40/16 

0 

00 

45 


40/17 

0 

09 

69 


44/7 

0 

08 

96 


44/10 

0 

05 

93 


44/11 

0 

01 

56 
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KIZHAKKAMBALAM 44/13 

0 

02 

53 

BLOCK NO. 25 44/14 

0 

02 

91 

44/15 

0 

04 

55 

44/16 

0 

10 

41 

46/5 

0 

02 

48 

46/6 

0 

03 

55 

46/7 

0 

03 

73 

46/8 

0 

08 

02 

46/9 

0 

00 

33 

46/10 

0 

03 

50 

46/11 

0 

00 

11 

46/17 

0 

01 

05 

47/2 

0 

05 

48 

58/11 

0 

02 

73 

58/12 

0 

03 

24 

58/13 

0 

02 

11 

58/14 

0 

01 

43 

58/15 

0 

03 

66 

58/16 

0 

03 

64 

59/1 

0 

01 

85 

59/2 

0 

08 

91 

59/3 

0 

02 

91 

59/4 

0 

02 

51 

60/1 

0 

03 

62 

60/3 

0 

08 

94 

61/10 

0 

04 

39 

62/10 

0 

02 

88 

62/11 

0 

02 

38 

62/12 

0 

05 

06 

62/14 

0 

03 

41 

62/15 

0 

02 

12 

62/16 

0 

03 

47 

63/2 

0 

02 

32 

63/3 

0 

02 

08 

63/5 

0 

02 

18 

63/6 

0 

02 

47 

63/7 

0 

02 

48 

63/8 

0 

05 

23 

63/9 

0 

10 

86 

90/4 

0 

04 

54 
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KIZHAKKAMBALAM 

90/6 

0 

04 

48 

BLOCK NO. 25 

90/7 

0 

03 

50 


90/10 

0 

04 

21 


90/11 

0 

07 

00 


9I/II 

0 

04 

87 


91/12 

0 

05 

03 


91/13 

0 

06 

35 


91/14 

0 

04 

21 


91/15 

0 

02 

18 


91/16 

0 

01 

53 


91/17 

0 

02 

51 


101/9 

0 

05 

78 


101/10 

0 

04 

68 


101/11 

0 

00 

38 


101/12 

0 

00 

24 

MARAMPILLY 

49/1 

0 

00 

32 

BLOCK N0.24 

49/2 

0 

00 

17 


54/7 

0 

00 

22 


54/11 

0 

00 

11 

STATE : KERALA 

DISTRICT ; 

; ERNAKULAM 

TALUK; 

; ALUVA 

THURAVOOR 





BLOCK. NO. 13 

27/4 

0 

04 

65 


27/5 

0 

00 

80 


27/6 

0 

03 

62 


27/7 

0 

04 

15 


27/15 

0 

03 

25 


27/16 

0 

04 

80 


30/1 

0 

02 

60 


30/3 

0 

08 

95 


30/4 

0 

02 

65 


30/5 

0 

09 

75 


30/6 

0 

06 

75 


30/7 

0 

09 

70 


30/8 

0 

04 

95 


30/10 

0 

03 

57 


36/1 

0 

17 

45 


36/2 

0 

00 

30 


36/3 

0 

06 

15 





II—3(ii)] 


’(m ^ 18, 2020/Tff^ 28, 1941 


129 



THURAVOOR 

36/4 

0 

01 

55 

BLOCK. NO. 13 

37/1 

0 

08 

10 


37/2 

0 

06 

45 


37/3 

0 

05 

28 


39/1 

0 

05 

22 


39/2 

0 

04 

55 


39/4 

0 

00 

55 


39/11 

0 

02 

95 


39/13 

0 

00 

52 


40/13 

0 

00 

30 


49/10 

0 

04 

58 


49/11 

0 

02 

30 


49/12 

0 

03 

80 


49/13 

0 

05 

93 


49/14 

0 

01 

20 


49/15 

0 

05 

90 


49/16 

0 

03 

10 


50/4 

0 

09 

42 


50/7 

0 

12 

67 


90/2 

0 

04 

05 

ALUVA EAST 

163/5 

0 

00 

22 

BLOCK NO. 35 

207/6 

0 

10 

02 


208/4 

0 

00 

49 


208/12 

0 

03 

15 


208/15 

0 

00 

47 


213/6 

0 

01 

87 


213/7 

0 

02 

23 


213/8 

0 

03 

03 


213/9 

0 

00 

61 


213/10 

0 

00 

82 


213/11 

0 

03 

06 


213/12 

0 

06 

51 


213/13 

0 

08 

97 


213/15 

0 

04 

75 


218/5 

0 

00 

08 


218/6 

0 

03 

76 


218/7 

0 

00 

63 


218/8 

0 

01 

92 


218/9 

0 

04 

24 


218/10 

0 

03 

28 
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ALUVA EAST 

218/11 

0 

00 

95 

BLOCK NO. 35 

218/13 

0 

03 

09 


218/16 

0 

03 

59 


218/17 

0 

02 

85 


218/18 

0 

03 

20 

KEEZHMADU 

150/6 

0 

07 

37 

BLOCK NO. 32 

153/8 

0 

00 

22 


156/6 

0 

00 

65 


279/13 

0 

01 

52 


280/2 

0 

00 

29 


282/8 

0 

00 

20 


282/11 

0 

00 

13 


282/13 

0 

00 

37 


307/3 

0 

04 

44 


307/5 

0 

03 

06 

VADAKKUMBHAGAM 





BLOCK NO. 28 

192/6 

0 

00 

97 


[F. No. R-12031/196/2017-OR-I/E-19746] 
P. SOMAKUMAR, Under Secy. 


Recll, 10 2020 

an. 57.—#^ 'H'lcbK ^ afk ^ ^ wtHt ^ aif^FFR ^ ar^r) 

arf^rf^ripf, 1002 (1902 pp so) (f^i^ T?nmci 'SxF arf^PiiiH 0^1 n-Mi ) 4?r hrt 3 4?r 'othrt ( 1) 

31^ PTT^ 4^ PKcI TRPTR ^ Tf^IfeRPT pcf %T WTeRT 4^ arf^RJ^HT TT. PP. 3TT. 400 cTlfRT 11 /02/2019 Pll 
TTPFUT TT. 12 dl^'lsl 17/03/2019 ^ 23/03/2019 pcf 0T. 3TT. 1696 dl^'lsl 13/09/2019 Pll RRcI ^ TTPFUT TT. 
38 cTTfRj 15/09/2019 ^ 21/09/2019 i\ 514,1 [$|d 4^ sfl, 1[KT ^ ^ TTePH i\ 

RPlRte ^ ^ 7^ ^534 ^ RRcI 0mT^yH 4^ 45rf%4 ^ ^eR cT45 ^ 

^ oRddd ^ 45tf%4 45HP4^ MRdlvjRI ^ RTHR ^ 45tf%4 ^eR MI^Mdl^d IfT^ fefRl^ 

1[RT P45 ^ IldlvjR ^ WIR ^ 3TRr45R 44 3Rf4 ^ 314^ 3T?TR rIw cf^t aff; 

3fR RTF TM4R aiRl'l^ddl 45t 4RcTT 45) cTTfRj 27/04/2019 ^ 05/11 /2019 ^ #4 RXTPfST 45R 

^ 4^ sfr; 

3fR RaR 5fTf£r45Rt RTF arRrRpR 4?) 4RT 6 4^) RWR (l) ^ 31#4, RRFR 45) 3PP)r ^ ^ 

t; 

3fR RRFR RTF 4T f^RR 45T^ ^ T5RTRTI, 3fR 44 TRRTR 4) FTF) 4T 4?) RTF ^ 

^ ai^fel t, RR^i R44)R ^ arfeRTR 451 3 R)r 45R) 451 RRl^dd %4T t ; 

3 R: 314 7^^ RRFR, RTF 3TRrR[7R 4 )) 4TR 6 4?) R44TR ( 1 ) RTR 44R ^iRFd) 451 44)R 45T^ fP, 44 
4)W 45Rfr t f% ?R 3 iRR 344T ^ ReFR 315 T 3 # ^ ^ k RthR 7^ R44)4 7^ 3lRr^ 44 

3r)4 R 54 T RTTTT t ; 

3fR 7^^ RRFR RTF 3TRrRf44 )% 4TR 6 )% RWR (4) 4RT 5f4R ^iRFd) 451 44)4 457^ 44 Rt^ 

M t R 5 RTF ^ ^ R44l4 44 3lRr45R 4R 4)W 7^ 445144 R5 TTF^ tR RR 4 RRFR i\ RiRr ^ R5 44TT4, 
rR Reef44f R ^TF, 7Frf%4 ReR 4T44T444 4T4^ RiRRr RtRtT ^ I 
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f^di: 


'1IH TTR 


(SijHiPid) 



5# 

^3xR 6) 

151/10 

0 

06 

64 

151/11 

0 

00 

76 

152/2 

0 

06 

00 

152/3 

0 

06 

48 

153/1 

0 

07 

50 

153/2 

0 

04 

87 

153/3 

0 

06 

78 

153/4 

0 

27 

75 

154/4 

0 

00 

16 

204/4 

0 

00 

50 

204/10 

0 

06 

10 

204/11 

0 

01 

72 

105/1 

0 

00 

28 

205/2 

0 

04 

13 

205/3 

0 

05 

91 

205/5 

0 

06 

99 

205/6 

0 

05 

71 

205/7 

0 

00 

60 

206/1 

0 

05 

30 

206/2 

0 

06 

42 

206/5 

0 

08 

90 

206/6 

0 

00 

10 

206/7 

0 

00 

12 

212/3 

0 

00 

09 

212/4 

0 

07 

27 

212/8 

0 

04 

84 

212/9 

0 

01 

88 

212/10 

0 

05 

85 

212/11 

0 

02 

95 

212/14 

0 

00 

15 

271/ 

0 

15 

50 

272/1 

0 

16 

50 
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TT. 6) 273/1 

0 

10 

05 

273/2 

0 

00 

60 

273/3 

0 

07 

80 

273/4 

0 

00 

05 

273/5 

0 

02 

80 

273/14 

0 

11 

30 

338/2 

0 

04 

50 

338/3 

0 

09 

80 

353/2 

0 

07 

80 

353/3 

0 

05 

80 

353/4 

0 

04 

40 

353/7 

0 

02 

95 

353/10 

0 

06 

70 

363/6 

0 

01 

40 

363/7 

0 

00 

02 

364/3 

0 

04 

25 

364/4 

0 

02 

30 

364/5 

0 

08 

90 

364/7 

0 

00 

05 

364/8 

0 

02 

95 

365/7 

0 

14 

40 

366/1 

0 

05 

05 

366/2 

0 

06 

06 

366/3 

0 

00 

15 

366/4 

0 

02 

65 

366/5 

0 

02 

80 

366/6 

0 

04 

60 

366/7 

0 

01 

20 

369/1 

0 

13 

84 

369/2 

0 

03 

20 

369/3 

0 

04 

10 

370/2 

0 

00 

89 

370/3 

0 

01 

40 

370/10 

0 

09 

90 

370/11 

0 

06 

70 

370/17 

0 

00 

16 
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6 ) 

371 /8 

0 

05 

80 


371 /9 

0 

00 

60 


371/11 

0 

00 

14 


371/13 

0 

00 

66 


409/1 

0 

08 

02 


409/3 

0 

00 

45 


409/4 

0 

07 

42 


409/5 

0 

02 

20 


409/7 

0 

02 

35 


409/9 

0 

01 

10 


409/10 

0 

01 

97 


410/2 

0 

01 

14 


410/3 

0 

08 

90 


411/1 

0 

22 

00 


414 

0 

49 

90 


417/1 

0 

08 

10 


429/17 

0 

06 

15 


431/14 

0 

23 

65 


432/2 

0 

10 

76 


432/6 

0 

13 

50 


433/4 

0 

11 

70 


439/8 

0 

24 

52 


439/9 

0 

00 

35 



TCiran: 

fl 


HIH TTPT 





36 ) 

146/1 

0 

00 

70 


146/2 

0 

07 

20 


146/3 

0 

13 

20 


147/7 

0 

22 

00 


147/12 

0 

02 

20 


150/2 

0 

04 

95 


150/3 

0 

04 

50 


150/4 

0 

03 

60 


151 /7 

0 

01 

50 


151 /8 

0 

04 

55 


151 /9 

0 

04 

25 
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<g-^|Sj?TFS TT. 36 ) 151/10 

0 

04 

20 

151/11 

0 

04 

75 

152/9 

0 

07 

80 

152/10 

0 

02 

15 

152/11 

0 

02 

95 

160/5 

0 

02 

40 

160/6 

0 

02 

00 

160/7 

0 

01 

10 

160/16 

0 

10 

30 

160/17 

0 

02 

70 

161/11 

0 

06 

70 

161/12 

0 

02 

75 

161/13 

0 

02 

40 

161/14 

0 

03 

30 

161/15 

0 

02 

50 

168/4 

0 

05 

80 

168/5 

0 

03 

40 

168/6 

0 

03 

00 

168/7 

0 

02 

60 

168/15 

0 

06 

20 

169/1 

0 

02 

70 

169/3 

0 

06 

40 

169/5 

0 

08 

70 

169/6 

0 

06 

45 

169/7 

0 

02 

55 

174/8 

0 

05 

90 

174/16 

0 

02 

45 

174/17 

0 

10 

30 

174/18 

0 

05 

00 

175/6 

0 

04 

85 

175/7 

0 

03 

00 

191 /3 

0 

07 

45 

191 /4 

0 

02 

50 

191 /7 

0 

05 

80 

192/3 

0 

09 

10 

192/4 

0 

04 

65 
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36 ) 192/6 

0 

04 

15 

192/7 

0 

01 

50 

193/2 

0 

04 

75 

193/9 

0 

05 

60 

194/1 

0 

08 

35 

194/2 

0 

09 

35 

194/3 

0 

08 

50 

194/4 

0 

05 

85 

200/2 

0 

11 

50 

200/6 

0 

06 

85 

358/1 

0 

01 

95 

358/2 

0 

18 

30 

359/1 

0 

04 

30 

359/2 

0 

16 

30 

383/4 

0 

00 

65 

383/5 

0 

00 

20 

385/7 

0 

10 

50 

385/8 

0 

01 

44 

385/9 

0 

00 

51 


[TM. 3TR-12031 /l96/2017-3ll3TR-I/f-19746] 


'H'lHIcbHK, 3 TcR 

O ' 


New Delhi, the 10th January, 2020 

S.O. 57. —Whereas by the Notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas S.O. No. 400 dated 11.02.2019 published in Govt, of India Gazette No. 12 dated 17.03.2019 to 23.03..2019 and 
S.O. No. 1696 dated 13.09.2019 published in the Govt, of India Gazette No. 38 dated 15.09.2019 to 21.09.2019 issued 
under sub section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in the Land) 
Act, 1962 (Central Act 50 of 1962) (herein after referred to as said Act), the Central Government declared its intention to 
acquire the Right of User in the land specified in the schedule appended to that notification for the purpose of laying 
pipeline for the transportation of Liquefied Petroleum Gas from Kochi Refinery of Bharat Petroleum Corporation 
Limited in the State of Kerala to Salem in the State of Tamilnadu. 

AND, whereas, the copies of the said Gazette Notifications have been made available to the public from 
27.04.2019 and 05.11.2019 onwards. 

AND, Whereas, the Competent Authority in pursuance of sub section (1) of section 6 of the said Act has 
submitted his report to the Central Government. 

AND, Whereas, the Central Government, after considering the said report, is satisfied that the Right of User in 
the said land specified in the schedule appended should be acquired. 

Now, therefore in exercise of the powers conferred by sub section (1) of the Section 6 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby declared that the Right of User in the Land specified in the schedule appended to this 
notification are hereby acquired. 

AND, further, in exercise of powers conferred by sub section (4) of the section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs that the Right of User in the said lands shall, instead of vesting in the Central Government 
vest free from all encumbrances in the Kochi - Salem Pipeline Private Limited. 





136 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JANUARY 18, 2020/PAUSHA 28, 1941 


[PART II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


SCHEDULE 

STATE : KERALA DISTRICT : ERNAKULAM TALUK : KANAYANNUR 


SURVEY 


AREA (Apr ox) 


VILLAGE NUMBERS 

HECTARES 

ARES 

SQ. METERS 

THRIKKAKARA NORTH 

BLOCK NO. 6 I5I/I0 

0 

06 

64 

15I/II 

0 

00 

76 

152/2 

0 

06 

00 

152/3 

0 

06 

48 

153/1 

0 

07 

50 

153/2 

0 

04 

87 

153/3 

0 

06 

78 

153/4 

0 

27 

75 

154/4 

0 

00 

16 

204/4 

0 

00 

50 

204/10 

0 

06 

10 

204/11 

0 

01 

72 

105/1 

0 

00 

28 

205/2 

0 

04 

13 

205/3 

0 

05 

91 

205/5 

0 

06 

99 

205/6 

0 

05 

71 

205/7 

0 

00 

60 

206/1 

0 

05 

30 

206/2 

0 

06 

42 

206/5 

0 

08 

90 

206/6 

0 

00 

10 

206/7 

0 

00 

12 

212/3 

0 

00 

09 

212/4 

0 

07 

27 

212/8 

0 

04 

84 


212/9 


0 


01 
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212/10 

0 

05 

85 

212/11 

0 

02 

95 

212/14 

0 

00 

15 

271/pt 

0 

15 

50 

272/1 

0 

16 

50 

273/1 

0 

10 

05 

273/2 

0 

00 

60 

273/3 

0 

07 

80 

273/4 

0 

00 

05 

273/5 

0 

02 

80 

THRIKKAKARA NORTH 

BLOCK NO. 6 273/14 

0 

11 

30 

338/2 

0 

04 

50 

338/3 

0 

09 

80 

353/2 

0 

07 

80 

353/3 

0 

05 

80 

353/4 

0 

04 

40 

353/7 

0 

02 

95 

353/10 

0 

06 

70 

363/6 

0 

01 

40 

363/7 

0 

00 

02 

364/3 

0 

04 

25 

364/4 

0 

02 

30 

364/5 

0 

08 

90 

364/7 

0 

00 

05 

364/8 

0 

02 

95 

365/7 

0 

14 

40 

366/1 

0 

05 

05 

366/2 

0 

06 

06 

366/3 

0 

00 

15 

366/4 

0 

02 

65 

366/5 

0 

02 

80 

366/6 

0 

04 

60 

366/7 

0 

01 

20 

369/1 

0 

13 

84 

369/2 

0 

03 

20 





138 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JANUARY 18, 2020/PAUSHA 28, 1941 


[PART II— Sec. 3(ii)] 



369/3 

0 

04 

10 


370/2 

0 

00 

89 


370/3 

0 

01 

40 


370/10 

0 

09 

90 


370/11 

0 

06 

70 


370/17 

0 

00 

16 


371/8 

0 

05 

80 


371/9 

0 

00 

60 


37I/II 

0 

00 

14 


371/13 

0 

00 

66 


409/1 

0 

08 

02 


409/3 

0 

00 

45 


409/4 

0 

07 

42 


409/5 

0 

02 

20 

THRIKKAKARA NORTH 

BLOCK NO. 6 

409/7 

0 

02 

35 


409/9 

0 

01 

10 


409/10 

0 

01 

97 


410/2 

0 

01 

14 


410/3 

0 

08 

90 


411/1 

0 

22 

00 


414 

0 

49 

90 


417/1 

0 

08 

10 


429/17 

0 

06 

15 


431/14 

0 

23 

65 


432/2 

0 

10 

76 


432/6 

0 

13 

50 


433/4 

0 

11 

70 


439/8 

0 

24 

52 


439/9 

0 

00 

35 


STATE : KERALA DISTRICT : ERNAKULAM 

TALUK:KUNNATHUNADU 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

NUMBERS 

AREA (Aprox) 

HECTARES 

ARES 

SQ METERS 

KUNNATHUNADU 





BLOCK. NO. 36 

146/1 

0 

00 

70 


146/2 

0 

07 

20 


146/3 

0 

13 

20 


147/7 

0 

22 

00 
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KUNNATHUNADU 





BLOCK. NO. 36 

147/12 

0 

02 

20 


150/2 

0 

04 

95 


150/3 

0 

04 

50 


150/4 

0 

03 

60 


151/7 

0 

01 

50 


151/8 

0 

04 

55 


151/9 

0 

04 

25 


151/10 

0 

04 

20 


151/11 

0 

04 

75 


152/9 

0 

07 

80 


152/10 

0 

02 

15 


152/11 

0 

02 

95 


160/5 

0 

02 

40 


160/6 

0 

02 

00 


160/7 

0 

01 

10 


160/16 

0 

10 

30 


160/17 

0 

02 

70 


161/11 

0 

06 

70 


161/12 

0 

02 

75 


161/13 

0 

02 

40 


161/14 

0 

03 

30 


161/15 

0 

02 

50 


168/4 

0 

05 

80 


168/5 

0 

03 

40 


168/6 

0 

03 

00 


168/7 

0 

02 

60 


168/15 

0 

06 

20 


169/1 

0 

02 

70 


169/3 

0 

06 

40 


169/5 

0 

08 

70 


169/6 

0 

06 

45 


169/7 

0 

02 

55 


174/8 

0 

05 

90 


174/16 

0 

02 

45 


174/17 

0 

10 

30 


174/18 

0 

05 

00 


175/6 

0 

04 

85 
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KUNNATHUNADU 





BLOCK. NO. 36 

175/7 

0 

03 

00 


191/3 

0 

07 

45 


191/4 

0 

02 

50 


191/7 

0 

05 

80 


192/3 

0 

09 

10 


192/4 

0 

04 

65 


192/6 

0 

04 

15 


192/7 

0 

01 

50 


193/2 

0 

04 

75 


193/9 

0 

05 

60 


194/1 

0 

08 

35 


194/2 

0 

09 

35 


194/3 

0 

08 

50 


194/4 

0 

05 

85 


200/2 

0 

11 

50 


200/6 

0 

06 

85 


358/1 

0 

01 

95 


358/2 

0 

18 

30 


359/1 

0 

04 

30 


359/2 

0 

16 

30 


383/4 

0 

00 

65 


383/5 

0 

00 

20 


385/7 

0 

10 

50 


385/8 

0 

01 

44 


385/9 

0 

00 

51 


[F. No. R-I203I/I96/20I7-OR-I/E-I9746] 
P. SOMAKUMAR, Under Secy. 


2020 

311. 58.—HTTTT ^ ^ suffer ftcH | f%, ^4144 31^^^ FT ^ FT 

^ 3Tl%rFer f%TT ^^ HFTRTT |; 

afk, 3F5^ # ^ FT STcrff^ FTW Tff- 1(^)111/^^0.^/951/1119, cTlfN' 

28 H4F4<, 2019, TT (<Nf4 ftwi), ^ 17%^:, f%f%7T HHI^ - 

440 001 (4^KUd) % Tiufm FT ^ (Wf^I STWI), WM 4l4Hl affr ft^TT^ HWR 

Riffled, olddMl T#H, TT% ff^, THt - 834 001 % +14^4 FT 4T ^ffWI R44 + , 1, ^TTH F^f^, 

^RrTTTT - 700 001 % +I 4 R 4 FT 4T RttTT TUTTST, (^^KUd) % +14^4 FT f%Tr W FRUIT |; 
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31^: 3R ^<<+K, ^tWl STR^ ^ (31^ afk R+H) 3Tfl)R^^, 1957 (1957 ^ 20) (f^ 

3 Tflrf^^ ^ w I) sTKi 4 ^srm (l ) ^in srrt ?iRcI 4 I' ^ fir, ^ ^ 

# 4?!^ ^ 'jf SRI % 3rT^ 3TT?Fr ^ ^ |; 


3T5^ # ^ ^ - 

(i) ^ % ^rjof ^ f%# wr 4T ^ ^ # 4T ^71% fMt 3Tflm7 % 31^ T?: 311^ ^ ^#nT ; 
4T 

(ii) 3Tfl)f^4^ srm 4 ^-srm (3) % 3i^ ^ Tpfj- +i4=ii^ ^ ft 4 t wi^f 

f%# srf^ % 3Tf^f^irR' srm 6 % 31^(71- ^ ^rm 4R ^i%m ; m 

(iii) 3Tflrf^mr srm (13) ^-srm (1) % 3 t^ 3r5frf^^ % WRfh" % ^sr # 

m 3Tflrl^mr srm 13 ^-srm (4) % 3 t#?t ^ 

^im 4R^i%4T 3frT ^ 311^^1 srm 13 ^t^srm (I) (i) ^ w (iv) # 

Tiff ^ ^Mcl ^Wr ^ ^T?f?fcr % f%TT f=ri4-d ^ 4MRl4f, 3frT 

3mr ^ iR^cd ^ ^i%m, 


W 3Tfsrgfm % <ni 4 # rrm^Fr rrifN- ^ ^ % ^ffcR, Tifmsr^, Rrf^, 

m^rft fmm, cff#R wfkr, (W^). ^ ! f%wrrsw(ff^ 3frT <Nf=i), 

Rrf^, fft- 3frT <Nf=i ftwr, ^ t^, mtm, HHi'i< - 440 001 (4^KRd) ^ ^ 

^1%4T I 


^TTT5rft%RfdK ^RlMd 
TTTsifr^ 




l(t)i11/^^11,4/951/1119, rrifN"28 h-ih-i, 2019] 

wr -1 


w^ 3TflrmT: 




Cs 



rN _c_ 




■U 1 -H 'M *11 -H 

Id-IKi 

cl^tl m 

l^'Jl 1 



fR 

iMtw 


^if^^iw 



3rRr^ 






3 



155.08 

4.39 

0.00 

159.47 

wr 

fR: 

155.08 

4.39 

0.00 

159.47 
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wr-11 






Cs 







■U 1 -H >11 -H 


1^4 m 

I^'?l 1 








3t1%^ 




mu 


3 



67.30 

1.16 

0.00 

68.46 

wr 

: 

67.30 

1.16 

0.00 

68.46 



fFT ^ (wr 1 afrr wr 11) : 159.47 + 68.46= 227.93 ^4^4 < 

4T 563.21 {W\W\) 


wr-1 


ITTR : 

340/1, 340/2/31- 340/2/^- 340/2/41- 340/3, 341, 342, 343, 344, 345/1- 345/2, 346, 347/1- 347/2- 
347/3, 348, 349, 350/1- 350/2, 351/1- 351/2- 351/3, 352, 353/1- 353/2, 354/1/31- 354/1/4-- 354/2- 
354/331- 354/34, 355, 356/1- 356/2- 356/3, 358/1- 358/2, 359, 367, 368, 376/1- 376/2, 377/1- 377/2, 
378, 379/1- 379/2, 380, 381/1- 381/2, 382, 383, 384, 385/1- 385/2, 386, 387, 388, 391, 392, 393, 
394, 395, 396, 397, 398/1- 398/2, 399-1- 399/2, 400/1- 400/2- 400/3, 401/1- 401/2, 402, 403, 404, 
405, 406, 407/1- 407/2, 408, 409, 410/1- 410/2, 411, 412/1- 412/2, 413, 414, 415/1/31- 415/1/^- 
415/2- 415/3/31- 415/3/^- 415/3/Ti- 415/4, 416/1- 416/2, 417/1- 417/2, 418, 419, 420, 421, 422/1- 
422/2, 423, 424, 425, 426, 430, 431, 432, 433, 434, 435, 436, 437, 438, 439, 440/1-440/2, 441 afk 


206, 208, 210, 235/1- 235/2, 236, 237, 238, 239, 240, 241, 242/1- 242/2, 260, 261/1- 261/2- 261/3- 
261/4- 261/5, 262, 263, 264, 265, 266, 267, 268/1- 268/2, 269, 270, 271/1- 271/2, 370/1- 370/2, 
450, 451, 452, 453, 458, 459, 460, 461, 462, 463, 464, 465, 466, 467, 468, 469, 470, 471, 472 affr 

: 

T1 - W : \m, UTR FT ^'srf Hfl % TT ^ antF" ft#l | affT ^ ft 

‘m’ TT I I 
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W - ^ : ‘W ^ antw ft#!" t afrr ^ ^ ft#)" ft TTRfi'-’T^Mr 

^i^T?:'^' T?: |i 

^ : \m, ‘^’ ^ ant^ # TrRft-’T^MT ^ wi^ ft^t" ft utr" w?rr # 

'^' T?: 11 

^-^.■. ■’El’ ^ 3TTtw f!^ 'HMi+ 356/1- 356/2- 356/3, 359, 391, 

388, 379/1- 379/2, 367, 368 ^ ^ ^ ffft ft teft 11 

i".- ^ : \m, UTR" 4Rtt # ‘i".’ ^ arrt^ # ftcft ’r^MT-TTRfi' ^i^ tr ^ ^f^- 

tR^ # f# # 3Tflrgf|cr ^ ^RT ^ ftcft ft antf^ '^’ t?: wri ftcft 11 

wr-ii 

^ ^ UTR" ’RTRT RT ‘^’ ^ antR- f!^ RT ffft' ft ’RTRT-^TRlft RT^ TR ^R^ t afTr 

^RR-tR^ RT Rf# ft" arf^ ^ RTf]' R^RT ^ RRIRR ftcft- ft ‘^’ RR f^RRft t I 

^ - R : \m, ‘^’ ^ antR- ft^ tRrRR RT p# ff aif^ ^ Rif]- RffTR ^ RRm fRft' ft 

‘R’ RR f^RRft t I 

R - IT : ‘R’ ^ 3TRRT f!^ ^RR RT ft" arf^ Riff R^RT ^ RRm ftft' ft 

‘?T’ RR f^RRft t I 

IT - R : ‘IT’ ^ 3TRRT ft^ tRrRT RT Rf% ft" arf^ RTff rTRIT ^ fRft ft RTR RTW 

206 ^rr-tRrrtrrRttRR‘R’ RR Rl^Jl I I 

oT - 5: : ‘oT’ ^ ITRRT ffft' | affT tRrrt RT Ifft ft RTR RIW^ 206, 208, 210, 235/1- 

235/2 RTfT RfrRT ^ pRcft | affR ‘2:’ RR f^RRft | I 

: \m, ‘^’ ^ ITRRT ftcft I affR RT ‘R’ ^ Ifft ft ^R RT RTR RTWRi 262, 

263 RTff RfrRT ^ ftcft ft RT^ TR ^ ‘^’ RR f^RRft | I 

‘1" ^ airRRT f!^ f# RT ‘^’ ^ ftcft" ft RTR RTW 469 RTff R^RT ^ f!^ 
RT ftcft ft RSrf Rtt % Wft cR RR ‘R’ RR f+1^ | I 

R - R": ^ ‘R’ ^ antRT ft^ RT Rsrf Rft % wft cR ^ RRRR ftcft ft antf^ 

‘^’ RR RTRTRr ftcft t I 

[RT. RT. 43015/18/2010-fRir arrtaTR] 
RJR- f^IRlRRl RRtR, RT RTf%R 

MINISTRY OF COAL 

New Delhi, the 15th January, 2020 

S. O. 58.—Whereas, it appears to the Central Government that Coal is likely to be obtained from the land in the 
locality described in the Schedule annexed hereto; 

And, Whereas, the plan bearing number C-I(E)/III/JJM/951/1119, dated the 28”* November, 2019 containing 
the details of the area described in the said Schedule can be inspected at the office of the Western Coalfields limited 
(Revenue Department), Coal Estate, Civil Lines, Nagpur- 440 001 (Maharashtra) or at the office of the Chief General 
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Manager (Exploration Division), Central Mine Planning and Design Institute Limited, Gondwana Palace, Kanke Road, 
Ranchi - 834 001 or at the office of the Coal Controller, 1, Council House Street, Kolkata - 700 001 or at the office of 
the District Collector, Chandrapur (Maharashtra); 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 4 of the Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957), (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the Central Government 
hereby gives notice of its intention to prospect for coal in the lands described in the said Schedule. 

Any persons interested in the land described in the said Schedule may - 

(i) object to the acquisition of the whole or any part of the land or of any rights in or over the said land ; or 

(ii) claim compensation under section 6 of the said Act for any damage caused or likely to be caused by 
any action taken under sub-section (3) of section 4 of the said Act; or 

(iii) claim compensation under sub-section (1) of section 13 of the said Act in respect of prospecting license 
ceasing to have effect or under sub-section (4) of section 13 of the said Act for mining lease ceasing to 
have effect and deliver all maps, charts and other documents relating to the aforesaid land to show the 
expenditure incurred in respect of items specified in clauses (i) to (iv) of sub-section (1) of section 13 of 
the said Act, 

to the office of the Area General Manager, Western Coalfields Limited, Majri Area, Post Kuchana, Tahsil Warora, 
District Chandrapur (Maharashtra) or Chief Manager/Head of Department (Land and Revenue), Western Coalfields 
Limited, Land and Revenue Department, Coal Estate, Civil Lines, Nagpur - 440 001 (Maharashtra) within ninety days 
from the date of publication of this notification in the Official Gazette. 


SCHEDULE 

Expansion of New Majri Underground to Opencast Mine 
Majri Area 

District Chandrapur, Maharashtra 

[ Plan bearing number C-I(E)/III/JJM/951/1119, dated the 28* November, 2019 ] 

Part -1 


All Rights: 


Name of 
Village 

Patwari 

Circle 

number 

Tahsil 

District 

Description of land 

Total 

Rema¬ 

rks 

Tenancy 

Government 

Forest 

Patala 

3 

Bhadravati 

Chandrapur 

155.08 

4.39 

0.00 

159.47 

Part 

Total: 

155.08 

4.39 

0.00 

159.47 



Part - II 

All Rights: 


Name of 
Village 

Patwari 

Circle 

number 

Tahsil 

District 

Description of land 

Total 

Rema¬ 

rks 

Tenancy 

Government 

Forest 

Patala 

3 

Bhadravati 

Chandrapur 

67.30 

1.16 

0.00 

68.46 

Part 

Total: 

67.30 

1.16 

0.00 

68.46 



Total area (Part I and Part II): 159.47 -I- 68.46 = 227.93 hectares (approximately) 

or 563.21 acres (approximately) 
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Part -1 


Plot numbers within acquisition of boundary in village Patala : 


340/1, 340/2/A- 340/2/B- 340/2/C- 340/3, 341, 342, 343, 344, 345/1- 345/2, 346, 347/1- 347/2- 347/3, 348, 349, 350/1- 
350/2, 351/1- 351/2- 351/3, 352, 353/1- 353/2, 354/1/A- 354/1/B- 354/2- 354/3A- 354/3B, 355, 356/1- 356/2- 356/3, 
358/1- 358/2, 359, 367, 368, 376/1- 376/2, 377/1- 377/2, 378, 379/1- 379/2, 380, 381/1- 381/2, 382, 383, 384, 385/1- 
385/2, 386, 387, 388, 391, 392, 393, 394, 395, 396, 397, 398/1- 398/2, 399-1- 399/2, 400/1- 400/2- 400/3, 401/1- 401/2, 
402, 403, 404, 405, 406, 407/1- 407/2, 408, 409, 410/1- 410/2, 411, 412/1- 412/2, 413, 414, 415/1/A- 415/1/B- 415/2- 
415/3/A- 415/3/B- 415/3/C- 415/4, 416/1- 416/2, 417/1- 417/2, 418, 419, 420, 421, 422/1- 422/2, 423, 424, 425, 426, 
430, 431, 432, 433, 434, 435, 436, 437, 438, 439, 440/1-440/2, 441 and road. 


Part - II 

Plot numbers within acquisition of boundary in village Patala : 

206, 208, 210, 235/1- 235/2, 236, 237, 238, 239, 240, 241, 242/1- 242/2, 260, 261/1- 261/2- 261/3- 261/4- 261/5, 262, 
263, 264, 265, 266, 267, 268/1- 268/2, 269, 270, 271/1- 271/2, 370/1- 370/2, 450, 451, 452, 453, 458, 459, 460, 461, 
462, 463, 464,465, 466, 467, 468, 469,470, 471, 472 and road. 


Boundary description: 


Part -1 


A - B : Line starts from point ‘A’ on the bank of Wardha river passes in south-east direction and meets at point 

‘B’ in village Patala. 

B - C : Line starts from point ‘B’ and passes parallel to central railway line in north-east direction and meets at 

point ‘C’ on the road in village Patala. 

C - D : Line starts from point ‘C’ passes in north-east direction along the Majri-Patala road and meets at point 

‘D’. 

D - E : Line starts from point ‘D’ passes through Patala village in north-west direction along the outer 

boundary of plot numbers 356/1- 356/2- 356/3, 359, 391, 388, 379/1- 379/2, 367, 368 and meets at 
point ‘E’. 

E - A : Line starts from point ‘E’ passes in south direction, crosses the Patala-Majri road then passes in south¬ 

west direction along the outer boundary of already acquired land and end at starting point ‘A’. 

Part - II 

F - G : Line starts from point ‘F’ passes in north direction and crosses the Patala Majri road then passes in 

north-west direction along the outer boundary of land already acquired and meets at point ‘G’. 

G - H : Line starts from point ‘G’ passes in west direction along the outer boundary of already acquired land 

and meets at point ‘H’. 

H - I : Line starts from point ‘H’ passes in north direction along the outer boundary of already acquired land 

and meets at point ‘L. 

I - J : Line starts from point ‘L passes along the outer boundary of already acquired land in west direction 

and meets at point ‘J’ on the road. 

J - K : Line starts from point ‘J’ and passes in south direction along the outer boundary of plot numbers 206, 

208, 210, 235/1- 235/2 and meets at point ‘K’ in village Patala. 

K-L-M : Line starts from point ‘K’ passes in east direction through point ‘L’ then passes in south direction 

along the outer boundary ofplot numbers 262, 263, then crosses the road and meets at point ‘M’. 
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M-N-0 : Line starts from point ‘M’ passes in east direction through point ‘N’ and passes along west boundary 

of plot number 469 then passes in south direction and meets at point ‘O’ on the bank of Wardha river. 

O - F : Line starts from point ‘O’ passes in south-east direction parallel to north bank of Wardha river and 

ends at starting point ‘F’. 


[F. No. 43015/18/2019-LA&IR] 
RAM SHIROMANI SAROJ , Dy. Secy. 


15^R^, 2020 

59.—HTTTT ^ ^?tWl HTTTi ^ (3F^ afrr 1957 (1957 TT 20) ( 

IHTT wr t) srm 4 ^ ^srnr (l) % ^rrft' mrci htttt ^ 

^nft ^ HWNi TT. sr. 877, wiffil 27 2019, ^ WTT % % WT 11, 

3, (ii), RlfN" 1 2019 FT wRUf ^ «ft, ^ ^ ^ 

^ FT f^'H+l HTT 974.98 (FrrrFrn-) RT 2409.17 (FrrTFHr) rr % 

gw ft Ml"; 

afk HTTTT TT ^ WW ft W t f% W aiflrgw ^ HW aigg’ft FT ^f^tcl Wl gft' % WT 

FT+ldvii sTf^rwit; 

3Tcf:, 3 r, htttt wt srflrf^RH-^ srm 7 ^t wsrm (l) ^m wr ^iRddl mspfgr fg, 
IF1% HW aiggft ft ^f^fRl 974.98 fw (rniFFR) 4T 2409.17 (rniFFri) W WT^t FT m mi TT % 

sifsrmT TT 31^ % spT^ 3TT?pr ^t gw ^ I; 

fMw 1 : mi sifsrgw % ai^ an^ ^ hwti Fft - i(f) 111 /^^ 11 , 4 / 950 / 1119 , wifN" 

27 H=|Fd<, 2019 TT WTST, H^m^ % wtmi FT m 4?tw ntdd'h, 1, 

-+l'jRlv| ^imi Fffe, 'hlvl+ldl- 700 001 % wtmi FT m ftwisw (gf^ afk <Nfd), 

m^, f%1%T Fnfm, wgr - 440 001 H^m^ % wfmi ft m 

HW t I 

fM^ii 2 : gffxF aifsif^RTr ^ misrm 8 % mitsff ^t aitr sw angi^ f%RT mm | f^rnFr R fh Pi f^d mitsi 

“8. # mmi; aiHRitii.- (I) ^ ^ gP" ft, Pm^ wg srm 7 % aiftr 

aifsrgw mft ^t ^if |, ffdd4 f, arfsrgw % mft Pm mP ^ rfPi Ph % Fftcrr mgP ^ m 
mP PPt w m pft gp ft m mi m % pF=ff arPmff m aiPi Pm mP % mP ft anrpg mr 

Fpm I 

mi srm % aicRpr ^ anrPtr nff mP mrgft, P mPn PPt gp ft Pw mrw % Pm 
fP wt FiPwt wn mgm f afm ^ FtPwt PPr -hf+k m PPt amr mPr P nff wft mffgi 

(2) mr-srm (l) % aipR mP anrpg Fimi arflmip P PrPci mr ft P rngp ap Fimi aipmip, 
ajiiPd+dl P fP gP mP, m PP WFiPt mm gwf m aimiF Pi ap pft fiP anRpnff p gp % 
T?mg aftFfp aftF pR, Pt ft, tP % T^mig P ^ anR^iiTT rt-Hsidi f, ^ 4 t P srm 7 P misrm 
(1) % aipR arfsrgPci gp % m pft gp ft m mi tf % arlPiP % Psr ft ttri fPP m fp gp % PPrm 
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^ ^ ^ ^ ^ T?: % arflmff % ^sr # anrfc^ t?: afk ^in ^ 

^ipf^lft- % 3 t 1%^ ^Tf|^ 'H'l'+K ^ % f%TT ^ I 

(3) w srm % % f%TT^ fMt ^#f|cR^ ^rfi^ ^ii)mi ^ !if^+< #f|cr ^ 

^ ^+4K ft, ^ ^ ^ fMt ^ ^ ^ T?: % arflmT w arflrf^^ % 3T^ 3Tf^ ^ f%TT ^ | | 

f^Tir 3: 'H<+K ^ +)4^l PI44+ 1, +I4R1^ +l^+ldl - 700 001 ^ aifllPl^^ % 

ai^fN- STfsrgw ^iw 3TT. 2519, Wlff^ 27 ^if, 1983 ^ WTT % <NM4, WT 11, 3, ^- 

w (ii), wrft^ 11 ^, 1983# ^TTT^^srrf^^iTftf^^wf%^ wf i 

-H^liiPld 11,+1^11 - 1 aftr 11 ITR 

f#?n (TT^m^) 

[#irNi#W#t- l(f)lll/4l4iii^/950/1119, WTfN'27 2019] 

^-I 


W^ arflmT: 













■U 1 -H 'M *11 -H 

Id^KI ^TTW 


I^'d 1 




tMtw 

#. 


#W 



(f^%^#) 


(f^%^ 







aif#^ 



^) 


1 


11 



37.08 

0.50 

- 

37.58 

wr 

2 


11 



172.63 

7.80 

- 

180.43 

wr 

3 


11 



320.03 

18.75 

- 

338.78 

wr 

D 


10 



56.03 

3.02 

- 

59.05 

wr 

5 


10 



68.93 

1.19 

- 

70.12 

wr 

6 


10 



76.89 

3.86 

0.62 

81.37 

wr 

^tn" : 

731.59 

35.12 

0.62 

767.33 



wr-11 

^#t arflmT: 













■U 1 -H =M d 1 -H 

IddKI ^ITW 


I^'d 1 



fTT 

tMfrt 

#. 


#W 



(f^%^#) 









aif#^ 





1 


11 



53.55 

3.58 

- 

57.13 

wr 

2 

4I^T 

11 



143.43 

7.09 

- 

150.52 

wr 

##1: 

196.98 

10.67 

0.00 

207.65 

- 
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^ : (wr-l afrr WI11): 767.33 +207.65= 974.98 
4T 2409.17 

wr-i 


(1) ITTR TT^HT # arf^ f%TT ^ ^ t:5TI^ HWNi : 

82/1- 82/2- 82/3, 85, 86, 93/131-93/1^, 93/2, 94, 95, 96, 117, 118, 119, 120/131 -120/1^, 120/2, 
121/1-121/2, 122/1, 122/2, 123, 124, 125, 126, 127, 128, 134, 135/1-135/2-135/3, 

(2) UTR 441^1 FT 3Tf^ f%TT ^ ^ : 

32/1- 32/2, 34/131- 34/1^- 34/2/31- 34/2/^- 34/2/Ti, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 43, 44, 45/1- 45/2/31- 45/2/4-, 
46/1- 46/2, 47/1- 47/231- 47/24-- 47/241/1- 47/241/2, 48/1- 48/2, 49/1/31- 49/1/4-- 49/2, 50, 51, 52/1- 
52/231- 52/24-- 52/241- 52/2^, 53/1- 53/2- 53/3, 54, 55/1- 55/231/1- 5512^12^- 5512^12^- 55/24-- 55/241- 
55/2^- 55/3, 56/1- 56/2, 57, 58, 59/1- 59/2, 60/1- 60/2, 61/1- 61/2- 61/3, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79/1- 79/2- 79/3/31- 79/3/4-, 80/1- 80/2, 81/1- 81/2, 82/1- 82/2, 
83, 84/131/1- 84/131/2- 84/14-- 84/l4i- 84/2, 85/1, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101/1- 101/2, 102, 103, 104/1- 
104/2- 104/3, 105/1- 105/2, 106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116/1- 116/2- 116/3, 
117/1- 117/2, 118, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123/131- 123/14-- 123/2, 124, 125, 126, 127, 128/1- 128/2, 
129, 130, 131, 133, 132, 135, 136/1- 136/2- 136/3, 137, 138, 139/1- 139/2, 140/1- 140/2, 141/1/31- 
141/1/4-- 141/1/41- 141/2, 142, 143, 144/1- 144/2, 145, 146/1- 146/2, 147, 148, 149/1- 149/2- 149/3, 
150, 151, 157, 158, 159, 160, 161, 162, 163, 164, 165, 166, 167, 168, 169/1- 169/2- 169/3, 170, 
171/1- 171/2, 172/1- 172/2, 173, 174, 175, 176/1/31- 176/2, 177/1- 177/2, 178/1- 178/2- 

178/3, 179, 180/1- 180/2, 181, 182, 183, 184, 185, 186, 187, 188, 189/1- 189/2- 189/3, 190, 191, 
192, 193/1- 193/2- 193/3, 194, 195, 196, 197, 198, 199, 200, 201,202, 203, 204, 205, 206/1-206/3, 
207/1- 207/2- 207/3, 208, 209, 210, 211, 212/1- 212/2, 213, 214, 224, 225/1- 225/3, 226, 227/1- 
227/3, 228/1/31- 228/1/4-- 228/1/41- 228/2- 228/2/3T- 228/2/4-- 228/2/41, 230, 461, 462/1- 462/2, 463, 
464, 465, 466, 467, 468, 470, H44i, HUH. 

(3) UTR- 4^ lift" FT 3Tf^ f%TT ^ 41# FiW41 : 

412, 413, 414, 415, 416, 417, 418, 419, 420, 451, 452, 453, 454, 455, 456, 457, 458, 459/1-459/2, 
460, 461/1-461/2, 462, 463, 465/1-465/2/1-465/2/2- 465/2/3, 493, 494, 516, FT^, HMT. 

(4) UTR- Wf FT 3Tf^ f%TT ^ ^ FTWNi : 

116, 117, 118/1- 118/2, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 126/1- 126/2, 127, 128, 129/31- 129/^/1- 
129/^/2, 130/1- 130/2, 131, 133/1- 133/2, 134/1- 134/2, 135, 136, 149/1- 149/231- 149/2^, 150, 
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151/1- 151/2, 152, 153, 154, 155/1- 155/231- 155/2^, 156, 157, 158, 159, 160, 161/1- 161/2, 164, 
165, 166, 167, 168, 169/1- 169/2, 170, 171, 172, 173/1- 173/2- 173/3, 174, 175/1- 175/2- 175/3, 
176, 177, 178, 179/1- 179/2, 180/1- 180/2, 181/1- 181/2- 181/3- 181/4, 182/1- 182/2, 183, 184/1- 
184/2, 185/1- 185/2, 186/1- 186/2, 187/1- 187/2, 188, 189, 190, 191, 192, 193, 194, 195, 196, 197, 
198, 199, 200, 201, 202, 203, 204, 205/1- 205/231- 205/2^, 206/1- 206/2, 207, 208, 209, 210, 211, 
212, 213/1- 213/2, 214, 215, 216/1- 216/2- 216/3- 216/4, 217/1-217/2, 218/1- 218/2, 219, 224, 247, 
251, 252, 253, 254, 255/1- 255/2- 255/3, 256, 257, 258, 259, 260, 261, 262, 263, 266, 304, 305, 
306/1- 306/2, 307, 308/1- 308/2- 308/3, 309, 310, 313, 314, 

(5) UTR" 414^4 # 3lf^ f%TT ^ ^ : 

9, 10, 11/1- 11/2, 12/1- 12/2- 12/3, 13/1- 13/2, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18/131- 18/1^- 18/2- 18/3- 18/4, 19, 
20/1- 20/2, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31/1- 31/2, 32/1- 32/2, 33, 34, 35, 36/1- 36/2- 
36/3, 37, 38/1- 38/231- 38/24-, 39, 40/1- 40/2, 41/1- 41/2, 42/1- 42/2, 43/1- 43/2, 44/1- 44/2- 44/3, 
45/131- 45/14-- 45/141- 45/231- 45/24-- 45/241- 45/331- 45/34-- 45/341, 46/231- 46/24-. 

( 6 ) UTR- 44Wr # 3lf^ f%TT ^ ^ : 

1,2/1- 2/2, 3/1- 3/2/31- 3/2/4-- 3/2/41, 4, 5, 6/1- 6/2- 6/3, 7/1- 7/2, 8, 9, 10/31- IO/4-, 11/131-11/1^- 
11/231- II/24-, 12, 13/1- 13/2- 13/3, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21/1- 21/2, 22, 23/131- 23/14-- 23/2, 
24/1- 24/2- 24/3, 25, 29, 4T4n, 

^-11 

(1) ITR-TT^Jll # 3lf^ f%TT ^ ^ lfwi41 : 

164/1/1- 164/1/2- 164/24-- 164/231, 165, 166, 167/1- 167/2, 168, 169, 170, 171, 172, 173, 174, 175, 
176, 177/1- 177/2, 178/1- 178/2, 180/131- I8O/I4-- 180/2- 180/3- 180/4- 180/5- 180/6- 180/7- 180/8, 
181/1- 181/2- 181/3- 181/4, 182/1/31- 182/1/4-- 182/2/31- 182/2/4-, 183/131- 183/14-- 183/2- 183/331- 
183/34-- 183/4- 183/5, 184/1- 184/2, 185/1- 185/2, 190, 191, 192, 193, 

(2) UTR- Wt # 3lf^ f%TT ^ ^ liW4i: 

2, 3, 4, 5, 6/131- 6/14-- 6/231- 6/24-, 7, 8, 9, 10/131- 10/14-- IO/I41- 10/1^- 10/2- 10/3- 10/4, 11, 12, 
13/1- 13/2, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23/1- 23/2, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32/1- 32/2, 
33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39/1/31- 39/1/4-- 39/2, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45/1- 45/2, 46/1- 46/2, 47, 48, 
49/1/31- 49/1/4-- 49/2, 50, 51, 52/l3i- 52/14-- 52/1/41/1- 52/1/41/2- 52/2, 53/1- 53/2- 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 
59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68/31- 68/4-- 68/41, 69/1- 69/2- 69/3- 69/4- 69/5, 70/1- 70/2, 71, 72, 





150 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JANUARY 18, 2020/PAUSHA 28, 1941 


[PART II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


73, 74, 76/1- 76/2, 275, 276, 277, 278/1- 278/2, 279, 280, 281, 282, 283, 284, 285, 286, 320/1- 
320/2, 321/1- 321/2- 321/3, 323, 324, 441,442, HMT. 




1 


^ UTR FT TT ^ antw f%^TT ^ | afk ‘W’ 

TT I I 

w - 4": ^ ‘W ^ sntFi UTR- ^ t afk UTR ft tt ’f" tt 

F" - F": ^ FFWt ft FT^ TF f^FFI ‘F" ^ aFtF" ^ccR-’J# ^ ftcft ft FfT RR | 

sfkFTR FFW afrr FTm" HIFI^I fte Flf^RpId FTRFftFTT TF f^FFI ’F" TF f^FRft | I 

F" - ‘F" ^ antFI ftFR ^ccR ^ ftcft ft FfT TTF FRFft ft FTW HIFI^l ffe affr FTF FTF%F 

FTf$F%T FTR- FfrRT TF f^FcT '^.’ TF ftFRft | I 

^ antFI ftFR ^ccR FT FTF FTF^F" ^ ft# ft ‘F" TF f^FRft | ^FF 
^ ftcft" ft FTTR- FTF%F affr FTm" FFR FiR-hRIcI FTF FfrRT FT RfcT '^’ FT Rruft 


^-F'-IT : ^ ^ antFI ftFFF fR^ FT FTF ^FTR isf\ ^ ft#)" ft ‘^’ FT Rruft | RfF 

FRnF-f# FT tt^Rh -1 ^.Fft. FRrfRrFT % Rr^ ft stRti Ff ffR fRft ^ ttffr ftcft' 

ft FfF FK FRcft I 3fR FTF ^FTR wf)- afR FTF fRIFT FtRfRtF FTF FfRlT FT RfR" ‘m’ FT 
Rruft'l I 

fl - F : \m ‘IT’ ^ antFI ftFR fRiF FT FTF wff afR fTF FFIFT fRfRcI FTF FftFT ^ 
TFIFR ft#)' ft fRr FTF FFRH FT 0,+tFI - I #.fR. IFFR % RR FT 3TflrFf|cr ffR fRfT ^ 
TIFFT: tj^TTfR ft FTF FFRf afrr FTF FTFf FtRfRtF FTF tRfT FT RfF R^ ‘F" FT RTUft t I 

ol-F : ■'’ ^ SFTF ftFlT FTF FTFf FT ttfRfT - I R.R. % RR f# FT aiflfFfR fR ^ TFIFIT fRt 

ft FTF ttRtjtt afk FTF fRT fRfRrT FTF RfT RfF R^ ‘T’ FT RrRt | I 

T - T : \m Rf^ ‘T’ R 3FtF ftFlT FTF - I aRR IFFR % RR FT aiRn fR ^ RfT R TFIFIT fRt 

ft FfT % fRpf ft ft Rff R^ ‘t’ ft RrRt 11 

T - F : \m FTF ttRtfT FT Rf^ ‘T’ ^ SRTF ftFlT FfT % fRpF FT ^ FFFIT fRffT Rm ^ fRt ft R^ ‘T’ 
FTRrRtl I 

F - F : \m R^ ‘F’ ^ aFTF ftFlT fRpF Rm ^ fRt ft FFFl FIT FtR | Rt tRRh - I RR WFR % RR 
f# FT aiRF fR R RfT ^ FFFT fRt ft FTF tRHT aR FTF FTFf R fRfRtF FTF RfT FT 

Rff R^ ‘f’ ft RttR 11 

F - w: \m R^ ‘F’ ^ antF fRr ftf ftfT ft FRpF-f# Rm ft iiRuii -1 RR iffr % RR f# ft arfRi 
fR R Rft ^ TFIFT ftR ft FFFl FT RfF R^ ‘W FT RfR t I 
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^‘w’ ^ ant^wf ##tt^jit -1 ^ #arf^ 

^ ^ #fTT ^ ft#)" ft ‘^’ T?: t I 

^ - «1: \m ‘cl’ ^ antw ^ ft^t" ft M,+)'J|I - ll aMt f# # arf^ 

#fTT ^ I afTruTR' wf # ‘«i’ T?: f i 

«1 - ^ : ^‘«1’ ^ ant^ f!^f#^^1^ ^ Wl^ t afTrUTR' 'IHl^l # 

T?: antf^ ‘^’ T?: wtri ftcft 11 

^-11 

^ - ST: \m wsrf Rtt % ^ R?: f^«Rr ‘^’ ^ ant^ jm wf # ^ ft^t" ft 

‘ST’ R?: 11 

ST - ^ : ^ URT RRf # ‘ST’ ^ antw ftRT f# ^ RfRR Ifft ft 'R ‘^’ R 

f^Rdtl I 

^ - 'T : \m R’ ^ ant^ ftR RR - ll ## RR^T % f# # aif^ ^ ^ ^ 

RTR ftcft ft ‘’T’ R f^Rft I I 

q- - R: \m R’ ^ ant^ ftR rr-tRrr- f%R # m,+)'J|i . n rrr % f# # arf^ ^ ^ 
#fTT ^ RRR ftcft ft R: RRft t ^R f^lft RR ^ RRR ftft' ft RR R f^Rl ‘R’ R 
f^Rft t I 

R - ^ : ^ ‘R’ ^ ant^ ftR RR- Li+luil # M.+l'Jii -11 ^1# Tj^ t arf^ ^ ^riT ^ 

RTR ftcft ft ‘^’ R f^R^t I I 

^ - R : \m RR TTRTtR # ‘R ^ aiR^ ftR TT^fR - 11 RRR % f^ f# # aif^ #R ^ 

RTR ffft- ft Wsrf Rtt % f^F R R ‘R’ R f^Rft t I 

R - ^ : ^ ‘R’ ^ ant^ ftR f%R # wsrf ^ % Rcrd R R f^RT antf^ f%^ ‘^’ R 

RTTRTffft't I 

[R. R. 43015/7/2019-T^ airtaiR] 
TTH RROtF^ RFR, RT Rf%^ 


New Delhi, the 15th January, 2020 

S. 0.59 .—Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Coal number S. O. 877, 
dated the 27* May, 2019 issued under sub-section (1) of section 4 of the Coal Bearing Areas (Acquisition and 
Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act) and published in the Gazette of India, Part 
II, Section 3, Sub-section (ii), dated the C' June, 2019, the Central Government gave notice of its intention to prospect 
for coal in 974.98 hectares (approximately) or 2409.17 acres (approximately) of the land in the locality specified in the 
Schedule annexed to that notification ; 

And whereas, the Central Government is satisfied that coal is obtainable in a part of the said lands prescribed in 
the Schedule appended to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 7 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby gives notice of its intention to acquire the land measuring 974.98 hectares (approximately) or 
2409.17 acres (approximately) and all rights in or over the said land as described in the Schedule appended hereto; 
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Note 1: The plan bearing number C-I (E)III/JJM/950/1119, dated the 27* November, 2019 of the area covered by 

this notification may be inspected in the office of the Collector, District Chandrapur, Maharashtra or in the 
office of the Coal Controller, 1 Council House Street, Kolkata - 700 001 or in the office of the Head of 
Department (Land and Revenue), Western Coalfields Limited, Revenue Department, Coal Estate, Civil 
Lines, Nagpur - 440 001, Maharashtra; 

Note 2: Attention is hereby invited to the provisions of section 8 of the aforesaid Act which provides as follows:- 

“ 8. Objections to acquisition.— (1) Any person interested in any land in respect of which a notification under 
section 7 has been issued may, within thirty days of the issue of the notification, object to the acquisition of 
the whole or any part of the land or of any rights in or over such land. 

Explanation.—\i shall not be an objection within the meaning of this section for any person to say that he himself 
desires to undertake mining operations in the land for the production of coal and that such operations should not be 
undertaken by the Central Government or by any other person. 

(2) Every objection under sub-section (1) shall be made to the competent authority in writing and the competent 
authority shall give the objector an opportunity of being heard either in person or by a legal practitioner and shall, after 
hearing all such objections and after making such further inquiry, if any, as he thinks necessary, either make a report in 
respect of the land which has been notified under sub-section (1) of Section 7 or of rights in or over such land, or make 
different reports in respect of different parcels of such land or of rights in or over such land, to the Central Government, 
containing his recommendations on the objections, together with the record of proceedings held by him, for the decision 
of that Government. 

(3) For the purpose of this section, a person shall be deemed to be interested in land who would be entitled to claim 
an interest in compensation if the land or any rights in or over such land were acquired under this Act ”. 

Note 3: The Coal Controller, 1, Council House Street, Kolkata - 700 001 has been appointed by the Central 
Government as the competent authority under section 3 of the said Act, vide notification number S. O. 2519, 
dated the 27* May, 1983, published in Part II, Section 3, Sub-section (ii) of the Gazette of India, dated the 
11* June, 1983. 

SCHEDULE 

Amalgamated Yekona -1 and II Opencast Mine 
Majri Area 

District Chandrapur (Maharashtra) 

[Plan bearing number C-I (E)III/JJM/950/l 119, dated the 27*November, 2019 ] 

Part -1 


All Rights : 


SI. 

No. 

Name of 
Village 

Patwari 

Circle 

number 

Tahsil 

District 

Description of land 
(in hectares) 

Total 

(in 

hectares) 

Rema¬ 

rks 

Tenancy 

Government 

Forest 

1 

Yekona 

11 

Warora 

Chandrapur 

37.08 

0.50 

- 

37.58 

Part 

2 

Marda 

11 

Warora 

Chandrapur 

172.63 

7.80 

- 

180.43 

Part 

3 

Wanoja 

11 

Warora 

Chandrapur 

320.03 

18.75 

- 

338.78 

Part 

4 

Charur Khati 

10 

Warora 

Chandrapur 

56.03 

3.02 

- 

59.05 

Part 

5 

Naydeo 

10 

Warora 

Chandrapur 

68.93 

1.19 

- 

70.12 

Part 

6 

Nagala Rith 

10 

Warora 

Chandrapur 

76.89 

3.86 

0.62 

81.37 

Part 

Total: 

731.59 

35.12 

0.62 

767.33 







[«IFT II—3(ii)] 


’(m ^ 18, 2020/Tff^ 28, 1941 


153 


Part - II 


All Rights : 


SI. 

No. 

Name of 
Village 

Patwari 

Circle 

number 

Tahsil 

District 

Description of land 
(in hectares) 

Total 

(in 

hectares) 

Rema¬ 

rks 

Tenancy 

Government 

Forest 

1 

Yekona 

11 

Warora 

Chandrapur 

53.55 

3.58 

- 

57.13 

Part 

2 

Marda 

11 

Warora 

Chandrapur 

143.43 

7.09 

- 

150.52 

Part 

Total: 

196.98 

10.67 

- 

207.65 



Grand Total: (Part I and Part II): 767.33+ 207.65 = 974.98 hectares (approximately) 

or 2409.17 acres (approximately) 


Part -1 


(1) Plot numbers to be acquired in village Yekona : 

82/1- 82/2- 82/3, 85, 86, 93/1A-93/1B, 93/2, 94, 95, 96, 117, 118, 119, 120/lA -120/lB, 120/2, 121/1-121/2, 122/1, 
122/2, 123, 124, 125, 126, 127, 128, 134, 135/1-135/2-135/3, road. 

(2) Plot numbers to be acquired in village Wanoja : 

32/1- 32/2, 34/lA- 34/lB- 34/2/A- 34/2/B- 34/2/C, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 43, 44, 45/1- 45/2/A- 45/2/B, 46/1- 46/2, 47/1- 
47/2A- 47/2B- 47/2C/1- 47/2C/2, 48/1- 48/2, 49/1/A- 49/1/B- 49/2, 50, 51, 52/1- 52/2A- 52/2B- 52/2C- 52/2D, 53/1- 
53/2- 53/3, 54, 55/1- 55/2A/1- 55/2A/2A- 55/2A/2B- 55/2B- 55/2C- 55/2D- 55/3, 56/1- 56/2, 57, 58, 59/1- 59/2, 60/1- 
60/2, 61/1- 61/2- 61/3, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79/1- 79/2- 79/3/A- 79/3/B, 80/1- 
80/2, 81/1- 81/2, 82/1- 82/2, 83, 84/lA/l- 84/1A/2- 84/lB- 84/lC- 84/2, 85/1, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101/1- 101/2, 102, 103, 
104/1- 104/2- 104/3, 105/1- 105/2, 106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116/1- 116/2- 116/3, 117/1- 117/2, 
118, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123/lA- 123/lB- 123/2, 124, 125, 126, 127, 128/1- 128/2, 129, 130, 131, 133, 132, 135, 136/1- 
136/2- 136/3, 137, 138, 139/1- 139/2, 140/1- 140/2, 141/1/A- 141/1/B- 141/1/C- 141/2, 142, 143, 144/1- 144/2, 145, 

146/1- 146/2, 147, 148, 149/1- 149/2- 149/3, 150, 151, 157, 158, 159, 160, 161, 162, 163, 164, 165, 166, 167, 168, 

169/1- 169/2- 169/3, 170, 171/1- 171/2, 172/1- 172/2, 173, 174, 175, 176/1/A- 176/1/B- 176/2, 177/1- 177/2, 178/1- 
178/2- 178/3, 179, 180/1- 180/2, 181, 182, 183, 184, 185, 186, 187, 188, 189/1- 189/2- 189/3, 190, 191, 192, 193/1- 

193/2- 193/3, 194, 195, 196, 197, 198, 199, 200, 201, 202, 203, 204, 205, 206/1- 206/3, 207/1- 207/2- 207/3, 208, 209, 

210, 211, 212/1- 212/2, 213, 214, 224, 225/1- 225/3, 226, 227/1- 227/3, 228/1/A- 228/1/B- 228/1/C- 228/2/A- 228/2/B- 
228/2/C, 230, 461, 462/1- 462/2, 463, 464, 465, 466, 467, 468, 470, road, nallah. 


(3) Plot numbers to be acquired in village Charur Khati : 

412, 413, 414, 415, 416, 417, 418, 419, 420, 451, 452, 453, 454, 455, 456, 457, 458, 459/1- 459/2, 460, 461/1- 461/2, 
462, 463, 465/1- 465/2/1- 465/2/2- 465/2/3, 493, 494, 516, road, nallah. 

(4) Plot numbers to be acquired in village Marda : 

116, 117, 118/1- 118/2, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 126/1- 126/2, 127, 128, 129/A- 129/B/l- 129/B/2, 130/1- 130/2, 
131, 133/1- 133/2, 134/1- 134/2, 135, 136, 149/1- 149/2A- 149/2B, 150, 151/1- 151/2, 152, 153, 154, 155/1- 155/2A- 
155/2B, 156, 157, 158, 159, 160, 161/1- 161/2, 164, 165, 166, 167, 168, 169/1- 169/2, 170, 171, 172, 173/1- 173/2- 
173/3, 174, 175/1- 175/2- 175/3, 176, 177, 178, 179/1- 179/2, 180/1- 180/2, 181/1- 181/2- 181/3- 181/4, 182/1- 182/2, 
183, 184/1- 184/2, 185/1- 185/2, 186/1- 186/2, 187/1- 187/2, 188, 189, 190, 191, 192, 193, 194, 195, 196, 197, 198, 199, 
200, 201, 202, 203, 204, 205/1- 205/2A- 205/2B, 206/1- 206/2, 207, 208, 209, 210, 211, 212, 213/1- 213/2, 214, 215, 
216/1- 216/2- 216/3- 216/4, 217/1- 217/2, 218/1- 218/2, 219, 224, 247, 251, 252, 253, 254, 255/1- 255/2- 255/3, 256, 
257, 258, 259, 260, 261, 262, 263, 266, 304, 305, 306/1- 306/2, 307, 308/1- 308/2- 308/3, 309, 310, 313, 314, road. 

(5) Plot numbers to be acquired in village Naydeo : 

9, 10, 11/1- 11/2, 12/1- 12/2- 12/3, 13/1- 13/2, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18/lA- 18/lB- 18/2- 18/3- 18/4, 19, 20/1- 20/2, 21, 22, 23, 
24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31/1- 31/2, 32/1- 32/2, 33, 34, 35, 36/1- 36/2- 36/3, 37, 38/1- 38/2A- 38/2B, 39, 40/1- 40/2, 
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4I/I- 41/2, 42/1- 42/2, 43/1- 43/2, 44/1- 44/2- 44/3, 45/IA- 45/IB- 45/IC- 45/2A- 45/2B- 45/2C- 45/3A- 45/3B- 45/3C, 
46/2A- 46/2B. 

(6) Plot numbers to be aequired in village Nagala Rith : 

1, 2/1- 2/2, 3/1- 3/2/A- 3/2/B- 3/2/C, 4, 5, 6/1- 6/2- 6/3, 7/1- 7/2, 8, 9, 10/A- 10/B, 11/lA- 11/lB- 11/2A- 11/2B, 12, 
13/1- 13/2- 13/3, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21/1-21/2, 22, 23/lA- 23/lB- 23/2, 24/1- 24/2- 24/3, 25, 29, nallah, road. 


Part - II 

(1) Plot numbers to be aequired in village Yekona : 

164/1/1- 164/1/2- 164/2B- 164/2A, 165, 166, 167/1- 167/2, 168, 169, 170, 171, 172, 173, 174, 175, 176, 177/1- 177/2, 
178/1- 178/2, 180/lA- 180/lB- 180/2- 180/3- 180/4- 180/5- 180/6- 180/7- 180/8, 181/1- 181/2- 181/3- 181/4, 182/1/A- 
182/1/B- 182/2/A- 182/2/B, 183/lA- 183/lB- 183/2- 183/3A- 183/3B- 183/4- 183/5, 184/1- 184/2, 185/1- 185/2, 190, 
191, 192, 193, Government land. 

(2) Plot numbers to be aequired in village Marda : 

2, 3, 4, 5, 6/lA- 6/lB- 6/2A- 6/2B, 7, 8, 9, 10/lA- 10/lB- 10/lC- 10/lD- 10/2- 10/3- 10/4, 11, 12, 13/1- 13/2, 14, 15, 16, 
17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23/1- 23/2, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32/1- 32/2, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39/1/A- 39/1/B- 39/2, 
40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45/1- 45/2, 46/1- 46/2, 47, 48, 49/1/A- 49/1/B- 49/2, 50, 51, 52/lA- 52/lB- 52/1/C/l- 52/1/C/2- 52/2, 
53/1- 53/2- 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68/A- 68/B- 68/C, 69/1- 69/2- 69/3- 69/4- 69/5, 70/1- 
70/2, 71, 72, 73, 74, 76/1- 76/2, 275, 276, 277, 278/1- 278/2, 279, 280, 281, 282, 283, 284, 285, 286, 320/1- 320/2, 
321/1- 321/2- 321/3, 323, 324, 441, 442, road, nallah. 

Boundary description: 

Part -1 

A - B : Line starts from point ‘A’ on the road in village Wanoja passes in north-west direction and meets at point 

‘B’. 


B-C : Line starts from point ‘B’ passes through village Wanoja and meets at point ‘C’ on the road in village 

Wanoja. 

C - D : Line starts from point ‘C’ on the road in village Wanoja passes in north-east direction crosses the canal and 

ends at point ‘D’ on the common village boundary of villages Wanoja and nagada rith. 

D - E : Line starts from point ‘D’ on common village boundary of villages Wanoja and Nagada Rith passes in north 

direction crosses the canal and meets at point ‘E’ on common village boundary of villages Nagada Rith and 
Naydeo. 

E-F-G : Line starts from point ‘E’ on common village boundary of villages Nagada Rith and Naydeo passes in north 

direction in village Naydeo and meets at point ‘F’ and then passes in west direction and ends at point ‘G’ on 
common village boundary of villages Naydeo and Charur Khati. 

G-H-I: Line starts from point ‘G’ on common village boundary of villages Naydeo and Charur Khati passes in west 

direction in village Charur Khati passes through point ‘H’ then passes south-east direction along the 
boundary of the land already acquired for Yekona - I OC crosses the canal and meets at point T’ on common 
village boundary of villages Charurkhati and Wanoja. 

I - J : Line starts from Point T’ on common village boundary of villages Charur Khati and Wanoja passes in south 

direction along the common village boundary of villages Charur Khati and Wanoja then passes through 
village Wanoja along the boundary of land already acquired for Yekona - I OC and meets at point ‘J’ on 
common village boundary of villages Wanoja and Marda. 

J - K : Line starts from point ‘J’ on common village boundary of villages Wanoja and Marda passes through Marda 

village along the boundary of land already acquired for Yekona - I OC crosses the road and meets at point 
‘K’ on common village boundary of villages Yekona and Marda. 

K-L : Line starts at point ‘K’ through village Yekona along the outer boundary of land already acquired for 

Yekona - I OC and meets at point ‘L’ on the south bank of canal. 

L - M : Line starts from point ‘L’ in village Yekona passes along the south bank of canal in west direction and meets 
at point ‘M’. 
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M - N : Line starts from point ‘M’ on south bank of canal passes in south direction crosses the road passes along the 

outer boundary of land already acquired for Yekona - II OC and meets at point ‘N’ on common village 
boundary of villages Yekona and Marda. 

N - O : Lien starts from point ‘N’ on common village boundary of villages Yekona and Marda passes in south-east 
direction in village Marda along with outer boundary of land already acquired for Yekona - II OC and meets 
at point ‘O’ on the road. 

O - P : Line starts from point ‘O’ on the road in village Marda passes south-east direction along the outer boundary 

of land already acquired for Yekona -1 OC and meets at point ‘P’. 

P - Q : Line starts from point ‘P’ passes in south-west direction along the outer boundary of land already acquired 

for Yekona - II OC and meets at starting point ‘Q’ in village Marda. 

Q-A : Line starts from point ‘Q’ passes in east direction along the road and ends at point ‘A’ on road in village 

Wanoja. 

Part - II 

R - S : Line starts from point ‘R’ on north bank of Wardha river passes through village Marda in south-east 

direction and meets at point ‘S’. 

S - T : Line starts from point ‘S’ in village Marda passes in east direction along the road and meets at point ‘T’ on 

the road in village Marda. 

T-U : Line starts from point ‘T’ passes in north direction along the boundary of land already acquired for 

Yekona - II OC and meets at point ‘U’. 

U - V : Line starts from point ‘U’ passes along the boundary of land already acquired for Yekona - II OC in north¬ 
east direction crosses the road then passes along another Road in north-west direction and meets at point ‘V’ 
on the road. 

V - W : Line starts from Point ‘V’ passes through village Yekona along the boundary of land already acquired for 
Yekona - II OC and meets at point ‘W’ in village Yekona. 

W - X : Line starts from point ‘ W’ passes along the boundary of land acquired for Yekona - II and meets at Point ‘X’ 
on east bank of Wardha river. 

X - R : Line starts from point ‘X’ passes in south-east direction along the eastern bank of river and ends of starting 

point ‘R’. 

[F. No. 43015/7/2019-LA&IR] 
RAM SHIROMANI SAROJ, Dy. Secy. 


^ 7 2020 

^.311. 60.— -H'/'+K, TIRRR- (FIR % WtRRf % RRtR) 1976 % 10 % 

RR f^RR (4) % R^RFRl FT RRTRR % R^TTRf^ f^RRRTSffR % RRTl^ RcRlRR 

f^RR RfR: RRTT^, f%RT: TIRRR (RKRR), 829119, 80 Rf^^IR ^ flft" ^ 

RpfRTRR RTR RTR RC f%RT ^ TTRR^TTT |l 


[R. 11011/9/2017-tf^] 
fRK, R^Rf%R 
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MINISTRY OF POWER 

New Delhi, the 7th January, 2020 

S.O. 60. —In pursuance of Sub Rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Languages (Use for Official Purpose of the 
Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby notify the Patratu Vidyut Utpadan Nigam Limited, Post: Patratu, 
Distt. Ramgarh (Jharkhand), Pin-829119 of NTPC Ltd. under the administrative control of Ministry of Power, where 
80% of the staff have acquired working knowledge of Hindi. 

[No.llOll/9/2017-Hindi] 
ANIRUDDHA KUMAR, Jt. Secy. 


m 3lk R^SIeHI 

Reed, 8 vii'icj'd, 2020 

^ sn. RcfR srfSrf^RPT, 1947 (1947 ^ 14) HRI 17 ^ ^ cflRlq ^rzftr 

?f%7Ti qqjRRt ^ Pi ill g chi' sfp ch^cpKl ^ ^ PiRki sMPrf Prik P 

cfiRlil TRTFR sMPrF 3TPR1RR, dOeiP (Tr 4 TRRTT 16/2005) ^ JRhl^ WH t, Rll cfiRlq ^RZhR 

08.01.2020 ip qiRl ^30 SR | 

[TT. Ref-17012/28/2004-3nf3TR (P-l)] 
P. XRT. 3RR TlpRl 


MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 8th January, 2020 

S.O. 61. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 16/2005) of the Cent.Govt.lndus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Bangalore as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of New India Assurance 
Company Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 08.01.2020. 

[No. L-17012/28/2004-IR(B-l)] 

B.S. BISHT, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 06™ DECEMBER 2019 

PRESENT : JUSTICE SMT. RATNAKALA, Presiding Officer 

CR 16/2005 

II Party 

The Regional Manager, 

New India Assurance Company Ltd., 

Regional Office, 

2B, Unity Building, 

Annexe P, Kalinga Rao Raod, 

BANGALORE - 560 027. 

Hosakerehalli, 

Bangalore - 560 085. 


I Party 

Sh. R. Kodanda Rama, 

Dr. No. 100, 4* Main Road, 
3^“* Cross, 3"“^ Phase, U' Block, 
Kathriguppe Water Tank, 
Banashankari 3'^'* Stage, 
Bangalore South, 


Appearance 

Advocate for I Party 
Advocate for II Party 


Mr. V.SNaik 
Mr. B.C. Seetharama Rao 
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AWARD 

The Central Government vide Order No. L-17012/28/2004-IR(B-I) dated 22.02.2005 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (for 
brevity ‘the Act’ hereafter) referred the following Industrial Dispute for adjudication. 

“Whether the Regional Manager, New India Assnrance Company Ltd., Bangalore is jnstified hy 

dismissing Shri R. Kodandarama, Senior Assistant from services with effect from 20.09.2000? If not, 

what relief the workman is entitled to and from which dated?” 

1. The claim of the Party workman is, he was the Office Bearer of the Trade Union during 1994-1995; he was 
working as a Senior Assistant of the 2"‘* Party. He was issued articles of charge dated 30.06.1988 under the provisions 
of General Insurance (CDA) Rules 1975; he submitted his reply to the charges denying the allegation. Not being 
satisfied with his reply the 2”‘* Party initiated enquiry by appointing the Enquiry Officer; after holding enquiry, the 
Enquiry Officer submitted his Report holding him guilty of four charges; he submitted his representation to the report of 
the Enquiry Officer by highlighting the infirmities in the Report of the Enquiry Officer. However, without considering 
the various infirmities in the Enquiry Report the Disciplinary Authority dismissed him from service vide order dated 
20.09.2000. Because of his Trade Union activities, he was under severe criticism by the Management and the Unions. 
Charge sheet issued was false; the Enquiry Report was contrary to the oral and documentary evidence and the 
punishment order is not sustainable. The Appeal preferred by him against the punishment order came to be dismissed. 
On the same charges he was prosecuted in the Criminal Case and vide order dated 20.07.2001 he is acquitted of the 
charges by the Special Court in CC No. 47/1998. He made representation to the Chairman cum Managing Director 
bringing to his notice the various grounds, requesting to set aside the order of dismissal passed by the Disciplinary 
Authority and Appellate Authority, exonerate him of the four charges in respect of which he is punished, and reinstate 
him into his original post with continuity of service and consequential benefits. But his request was rejected. The order 
of dismissal is arbitrary and illegal. His past records were not considered by the Disciplinary Authority; because of the 
punishment order along with his family members he is put to lot of humiliation and hardship. 

2. The 2"“* Party in their statement justified their action and contended that the Enquiry Officer submitted his 
Report appreciating the material evidence placed before him, the Report does not suffer from perversity or want of proof 
or violation of Natural Justice. It is a lawful punishment order and there was no reason to victimise him. 

3. On the rival pleadings touching the fairness of the procedure adopted during the Domestic Enquiry, a 
Preliminary Issue was framed in that regard. However, vide memo dated 01.06.2006 the U‘ Party conceded the fairness 
of Domestic Enquiry and sought to address argument on the perversity of the finding as well as justification of the order 
passed by the Disciplinary Authority. 

4. When the matter was taken up, thereafter the 2”“* Party produced Domestic Enquiry records but without exhibits 
marked during the Enquiry. 

The U* Party adduced evidence contending that his excellent past records of service were not considered before 
imposing the penalty of dismissal; punishment is excessive, unwarranted and not justified. After his termination he is 
not gainfully employed. The charge sheet was issued only to victimise him. He has also filed a Photostat copy of the 
judgment passed by the Special Court in Special CC No. 47/1998 dated 20.07.2002. He was arrayed as the third accused 
in the said case and tried for the offences punishable under sec 120-B r/w sec 420, 201, 465, 468 of Indian Penal Code 
and sec 13(2) r/w sec 13(l)(d) of Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988. Though accused 1 and 2 were convicted for the 
above offence U‘ Party / A3 was acquitted of the charges. 

5. Sh. VSN for the U‘ Party submits that the very same co-accused of the Criminal Case namely P Sivadasan was 
Witness No. 6 for the Management during Domestic Enquiry. The charges held to be proved against the workman are 
Charge No. 1, 4, 5 and 7 and the dismissal from service was too harsh and disproportionate looking into the nature of the 
allegations proved during the enquiry. Having been acquitted for the similar charges in the Criminal Case, the 
Disciplinary Authority ought to have exonerated him of the charges. 

Since the documents marked during the enquiry are not produced for consideration, there is no documentary 
material to assess the veracity of the Enquiry Report. On that count also the punishment order deserves to be interfered. 

6. Sh. BCS for the 2”“* Party in his written submission submits that acquittal from the Criminal Case is not a 
ground to seek discharge of the allegations in the Departmental Enquiry as held by the judgment of the Apex Court in the 
matter of Management of Bharath Heavy Electricals Ltd., vs M. Mani, AIR 2018 SC 384 and KSRTC vs M. G. Vittal 
Rao, (2012) 1 see 442. The U* Party being a Public Servant has misappropriated the funds of the Company by 
siphoning the same through various dubious methods, considering the gravity of the charges and in the interest of the 
Company so also the society at large, the punishment order is justified. 
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7. Since, we are at the stage of considering the perversity or otherwise the Enquiry Report, the set back is the 
documents marked during the enquiry are not available for perusal. Instead a memo was filed by the Learned counsel for 
the 2"‘* Party on 28.10.2019 bringing on record that inspite of their best effort to search the exhibits marked as KS-1 to 
KS-18 before the Enquiry Officer they could not trace the same. 

8. Before considering the case on its merits, I have given my thoughtful consideration to the present situation 
wherein veracity of the Enquiry Report has to be adjudicated only on the basis of oral evidence. In the memo dated 
28.10.2019 2“‘* Party also had stated that the copies of all the documents and the depositions of the witnesses and the 
daily order sheet was furnished to the 1 Party / Employee during the course of enquiry, but he has not chosen to produce 
the same. The U‘ Party has not responded to the memo dated 28.10.2019. The documents now produced by the 
Management are Memorandum dated 30.06.1998, imputation of misconduct. Articles of charges. List of witnesses and 
documents. Office Orders, Daily order sheet. Depositions of the witnesses. Written brief submitted by both sides. 
Enquiry Report, Representation of the CSE to the Enquiry Report, his reply submitted to the Memorandum of 
30.06.1998, Punishment Order, Appeal memo and the order passed in the Appeal. From the daily order sheets, it is 
evident that copies of the documents listed and the additional documents were provided to the CSE at the threshold itself 
The U‘ Party had not produced defence document, U‘ Party had confirmed receipt of 17 Management documents and not 
objected to the contents of the documents and before recording the statements of witnesses those documents were 
marked as KS-1 to KS-17. The copies of the depositions were also provided to the CSE. Now having admitted the 
fairness of the Domestic Enquiry the onus shifts on the workman to convince this Tribunal on perversity on the Enquiry 
findings. Had if there was any contradiction between the actual documents marked in evidence and the inference drawn 
by the Enquiry Officer on those documents, it was for the U‘ Party to establish the same by producing the copies of those 
exhibits before this Tribunal. Without making any effort in that direction the U‘ Party is more at seeking intervention of 
this Tribunal in the punishment order firstly on the ground of harshness and disproportion of the Punishment Order viz a 
viz four charges proved against him, secondly on the ground of his acquittal from the criminal case. 

9. In the above back ground, I have gone through the Enquiry Report viz a viz the Articles of charges issued to 
him. The substance of the charge against him is, he dishonesty colluded with other accused employees to defraud 
Company by getting fabricated, bogus motor own damage claims; he opened a dummy code in the name of one 
Mr. K Somu his Nephew to divert his commission amount; he influenced the other officials to enroll Mr. K Somu as 
agent and to claim illegal commission for hypothecated items insured at DO-III, MG Road, Bangalore; he forged the 
signature of Mr. K Somu and collected commission cheque from DO-III, he misused the common fund with the help of 
other accused Mr. P Sivadasan / Data Entry operator and had drawn huge amount from Common Fund without giving 
any receipt or application. 

10. The Enquiry Officer for his convenience segmented the allegation to seven sections as follows: 

U‘ Charge - the CO colluded with Mr. P Manivannan and Mr. P Sivadasan to defraud the company and helped 
Mr. Manivannan to fabricate bogus MOD (motor owned damages) claims with a view to cheat the Company. 

2"'^ Charge - he influenced Mr. R. Sathyanarayana, Divisional Manager to depute Mr. P Manivannan to MOD 
department. 

3‘^‘* Charge - Under the pretext of union meetings he used to meet Mr. P Manivannan and Mr. P Sivadasan after office 
hours and planned to defraud the company. 

4* Charge - He approached Mr. R. Thygarajan and requested for the names of his friends and relatives having Bank 
Accounts. 

5* Charge - He approached Mr. P. Sivadasan and requested to furnish the names of the persons with Bank Accounts. 

6* Charge - He enrolled Mr. K Somu as Agent of DO-III and diverted the commission to his dummy code. 

7* Charge - The Common Fund of the office was misused by him; he took huge amount of loan from the common fund 
without giving any receipt and other documents. 

11. Oral evidence was adduced by seven witnesses. 

SW-1 was the Assistant General Manager; his evidence was to the effect that the CO belonged to a majority Trade Union 
and being a Trade Unionist used to interfere in all the issues wherever employees were affected directly or indirectly. 
The Management had to keep the interest of the employees wherever any major or important decisions were taken; they 
(Management) were asked to explain their stand even if there is small possibility of any employee getting affected. He 
was transferred from Regional Office to DO-III on his volition and was working in the Supervisory Office of DO-III; he 
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being a strong Officer in the D.O, Mr. Satyanarayana / Division Manager was depending on him for the office work. As 
an All India Vice President of the Trade Union at that time he used to be present in the Regional Office whenever the 
union took up the issue with the Management and had his say on all the employees of the Region. All India Field 
Workers Association gave a written complaint sometime in March 1995 complaining about the high-handed activity of 
CO in DO-III’s administration. Later on Clause III Employees of DO-III came out with the details of his activity and 
their grievances. Ex KS-1 to KS-3 are the three complaints from Fields Workers Association, Mr. K.D. Singh and Staff 
of DO-III. On receipt of the complaint the matter was referred to Vigilance in consultation with Head Office. 

Second witness was Mr. R. Thygarajan named in the articles of charge; he identified only a part of his statement 
recorded by the C.B.I Officer which was marked as Ex KS-16. His evidence was to the effect that U‘ Party approached 
him and asked him to give names of some persons having Bank Account. 

Third witness was the Administrative Officer, he also admitted only a part of his statement recorded by C.B.I 
Investigating Officer which was marked as Ex KS-17. He had accompanied the CBI Inspector to the residence of the 
U‘ Party. 

Fourth witness was the Inspector of Police, CBI who carried out Investigation and he gave a narration of the 
Investigation and further stated that CO is the main culprit in the fraud, he gave adequate direction to other accused / 
officials how to defraud the Company and also swallowed more than half of the defrauded amount, being an Union 
Leader he had a quiet upper hand among employees of NIAC, including Regional Manager; though many of the 
employees dared to report his indecent activities, they have not taken appropriate action in time; he is the brain behind 
the fraud in which the company has lost its popularity as well as suffered financially. Mr. Somu is a dummy code of 
Sh. Kodandarama, he never did a business for the Company, instead Sh. Kodandarama with the influence in the 
Company as a Union Leader diverted the commission, especially from Delux Roadlines and this commission was quietly 
diverted to Mr. Somu’s Agency Code; the CO forged the signature of Mr. Somu and used to collect cheque from DO- 
III in the name of Somu; he had withdrawn huge amounts from Common Funds when Sh Sivadasan was the custodian of 
the Common Fund Amount, he had collected around Rs. 90,000/- illegally. Ex KS-7 is the record in this regard; 
Sivadasan returned Rs. 10,000/- from the defrauded amount in the name of Kodandarama and Kodandarama never used 
to repay the amount taken from Common Fund. Ex KS-8 is the Counterfoil of Vijaya Bank for having deposited various 
cheques of Mr. Somu; Ex KS-9 is the Claim Folder containing various bogus claims settled; Ex KS-10 are the various 
claims with inflated claims that are settled. Ex KS-11 is the Commission Voucher paid to Mr. K. Somu; Ex KS-12 is the 
Statement of Insurance covered in respect of Deluxe Roadlines and these documents were collected during the course of 
Investigation. 

The witness further stated that accused Officials who prepared the bogus claims and cheques to the desired name, 
destroyed many of the Claim Folders and misplaced them; the connected evidence was collected from the different 
Banks where bogus cheques were deposited by the fictitious persons. Sh. Satyanarayana had written a letter Ex KS-15 
requesting revocation from suspension and in the said appeal he narrated the whole story; CO had compelled 
Mr. Satyanarayan to transfer Manivannan to MOD Department to defraud the Company. 

Fifth witness was the Development Officer working in Divisional Office; he stated that he settled a claim in the name of 
his wife Mrs. Balvir Kaur; the claim was for Rs. 1,100/- and was settled for Rs. 12,000/-. After receiving the claim 
cheque for Rs. 12,000/- from Manivannan he paid Rs. 10,000/- back to Manivannan; more than thousand policies 
pertaining to M/s. Khivraj motors was pending and the delay was due to Mr. Manivannan. At the instance of 
Manivannan he hiked the claim amount in respect of the claim of his wife. 

Sixth witness was Sivadasan / Data Entry Operator at DO-IX, through him the confession statement given by him to the 
Vigilance Officer was marked as Ex KS-5, he confirmed the said statement; he was the then the Unit Secretary of the 
Union and was acting as per the instruction of the CO; he was involved in the scam DO-III along with Manivannan and 
Kodandarama. His role was to the extent of encashing 25 cheques given to him by CO at various dates ranging between 
March 1994 to February 1995. As per the plan executed by Kodandarama / CO, Manivannan used to get the same 
sanctioned by Divisional Manager and get the Yellow voucher signed by the DM and used to alter the same before 
giving it for writing the cheque; thereafter cheques were given to the witness by the CO for encashment, after 
encashment he will hand over the full amount and CO gave him 10% of the encashed amount. He further elaborated on 
how this scam started. He further stated that during 1994-95 he along with KD Singh were members of the common 
fund and there were outstanding dues of Rs. 60,000/- to Rs. 70,000/- from the CO. 

Seventh witness was the Senior Assistant in the Regional Office and General Secretary of a Trade Union and also the 
then President of the Union of which CO was the office bearer. He had stated subsequent to precipitation of the scam 
after following due procedure U‘ Party was expelled from the primary membership of the Union. 
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12. After completion of the statement of witnesses, the U‘ Party was called upon as to whether he pleads guilty for 
which he responded that he pleads not guilty and he denied the charge sheet allegation, he did not produced any oral or 
documentary evidence on his behalf Since the allegations of influencing Sh. Satyanarayanan Deputy Manager to depute 
Sh. Manivannan to MOD Department, meeting P Manivannan and Sh. P Sivadasan after office hours to design fraud 
against the Company under the pretext of holding Union meetings and enrolling his nephew Sh. K Somu as agent of DO- 
III and diverting the commission to his dummy code is negated by the Enquiry Officer himself, what remains on record 
is collusion with P Manivannan and P Sivadasan and helping Sh. P Manivannan to fabricate bogus MOD claims, 
approaching Thyagarajan and Sivadasan with a request for the names of their friends and relatives having Bank 
Accounts and misusing the Common Fund of the Office. 

13. In fact, the Common Fund which was one of the subject matter was not at all the property of the 2”“^ Party it was 
a pool amount of the Officials; no complaint was filed against him by any of the Officials or the caretakers of the 
common fund. 

The defence was he was not a member of the Common Fund and there was no question of taking loan or giving receipt 
to that effect. However, relying on the statement of the Investigating Officer and Sh. Sivadasan who was one of the 
members of the Common Fund, the Enquiry Officer has recorded his finding holding the charge proved. In fact, there 
are no direct eye witnesses to the alleged transaction of cheating. The specific charge against him (apart from criminal 
conspiracy with accused 1 and 2) in the Criminal Case was having a dummy code to siphon huge agent commissions, 
committing criminal conduct and passing unlawful loss to the Company. As per the evidence of Sh. Sivadasan, the 1 
Party had outstanding dues from the Common Fund, by every year end they tried to collect all the outstanding dues but 
U‘ Party’s outstanding amount was carried forward for the next year on his instruction. Basically this portion of the 
charge itself is erroneous without there being any specific complaint against the U‘ Party. Even otherwise non¬ 
repayment of the outstanding dues within specific period by itself does not amount to misuse or misappropriation. There 
was no evidence of misappropriation, though the Enquiry Officer has referred to the defence with regard to this 
allegation, he washes of his hand by recording “....the fact is established that CO did not take money from the common 
fund. Though it is not the company’s money but it does reflect on his conduct. Hence, company is within its right to take 
the action in this regard....''" This finding recorded since not founded on tangible evidence, is illogical and perverse. 

14. With regard to the first charge of collusion to fabricate bogus MOD etc., the Enquiry Officer has placed his 
reliance on the statements of the then Regional Manager, Sh. R Thyagarajan, the Administrative Officer, the CBI 
Investigating Officer, Sh. Deep Singh / Development Officer, Sh. Sivadasan who had gone to the extent of adducing self 
incriminating evidence before the Enquiry Officer (who is the co-accused in the Criminal Case). In the absence of any 
direct evidence regarding collusion the Investigating Officer recorded that “the involvement of Kodandarama in the scam 
cannot be ruled out. Of course, collusion or conspiracy will not be hatched or committed in broad day light in the 

presence of a witness, it is only through circumstantial evidence an inference has to be drawn .” and the Enquiry 

Officer has done the same. He has gone on mercy detailing the allegation for reaching the conclusion that “....the 
involvement of Sh. Kodandarama in the scam is quiet established’. It is not a Criminal Case to look for proof beyond all 
reasonable doubt. The evidence of the witnesses suffice to infer that the H‘ Party was a influential Trade Unionist and 
enjoyed dominance over his colleagues and also management. " (in the matter of Employees issues) 

15. Much reliance is placed on the evidence of SW-5 (who inflated his claim amount from Rs. 1,000/- to Rs. 
12,000/- and paid Rs. 10,000/- to Manivannan) and the evidence of the CBI Inspector about the role of the 1 Party in the 
scam. But there was no direct evidence against CO for being a party in preparation of bogus claims and siphoning the 
illegal gains in fictitious Accounts. One Somu who was named in the charge sheet as the nephew of the U‘ Party was not 
brought before the Enquiry. The charge No. 4 and 5 i.e attempt being made by the U‘ Party to collect the names of 
friends and relatives having Bank Account by itself does not amount to any offence unless such collection of names 
culminated into an offence. No evidence is brought demonstrating that any money sanctioned on a false claim was 
credited to fictitious accounts opened by 1Party. 

Though I am not introducing any alternative finding to that of the Enquiry Officer (on the basis of the evidence available 
on record) my effort is to point out that the charges said to have been proved against the 1 Party workman do not by 
themselves constitute any offence. 

16. As per the charge sheet allegation he is said to have contravened the provisions of Sec 3 and 4 of General 
Insurance CDA Rules 1975, but there is no discussion in the Enquiry Report how the facts proved against the U‘ Party 
will fall within the ambit of sec 3(1)(I to IV) and 4(1,5,16,20 and 21) of General Insurance CDA Rules 1975. Hence, it 
is inevitable to conclude that the Enquiry Report was without proper appreciation of evidence in reference to the 
provisions of law which is allegedly violated and wherefore vitiated. Both the Disciplinary Authority and the Appellate 
Authority have not taken the pain of discussing the defence raised and have recorded their finding in a mechanical form 
without independent application of mind. Hence, the finding of the enquiry is also not legal. 
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17. All through it was the trumpet of the 2'“^ Party because of his Trade Union activity he is targeted, there appears 
to be some merit in his contention. The entire charge sheet allegation revolves on the fact of his influential position being 
a Trade Union Activist. In the event the Enquiry finding is held to be well reasoned and not perverse, this Tribunal has 
no role to play in the Disciplinary Action taken against the workman. But here is the case where the finding of the 
Enquiry even if accepted, falls short for a case of misconduct for violation of the provisions of sec 3 and 4 of General 
Insurance CDA Rules 1975. Hence, the action of the 2"'^ Party in dismissing the U‘ Party workman is not justified. The 
eventuality is, he shall be treated as on duty from the date of his dismissal till the date of his superannuation (since he has 
long back crossed the age of superannuation) with continuity of service and 75% of the back wages. 

AWARD 

The reference is accepted. 

The punishment order passed hy the 2"'’ Party dated 20.09.2000 dismissing the 1®* Party workman 
Sh. R Kodandarama, Senior Assistant from service is not justified. 

The 2"‘* Party is directed to treat the workman as on duty continuously till the date of his superannuation and 
release 75% of his hack wages for the period 20.09.2000 till the date of his superannuation with terminal benefits. 

(Dictated to o/s Steno, transcribed by her, corrected and signed by me on 06* December, 2019) 

Justice Smt. RATNAKALA, Presiding Officer 


Reel), 9 vjpprfl, 2020 


^ an. 62.^fi^'lRicb RqK arf^rf^Rin 1947 (1947 ^ 14) 4?) enn 17 ^ aiTjTUH ^ cfiR)q 
Tin. RT. fel. ^ WtlcUl ^ sfk cb*)cbKj' ^ ^ RRkl afi^lRlcb fcTcTK ^ cflRlq 

TRTfiR afi^lRlcb -dldleid 2, ^ (71^4 TT. 42/2018) ^ WlftlH t ^ cflRlq 

TRTfiR qrl 09.01.2020 ^ UlRl f31T an | 

[71. W-31025/01 /2018-311^3ir7 (^-II)] 


New Delhi, the 9th January, 2020 


#01 nTiei, aijnin aito# 


S.O. 62. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 42/2018) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
No. 2, Mumbai as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of SGS India Pvt. Ltd., and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 09.01.2020 

[No. L-31025/01/2018-IR(B-II)] 


SEEMA BANSAL, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI 
PRESENT : M. V. Deshpandej_Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE NO. CGIT-2/42 of 2018 

EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE MANAGEMENT OF SGS INDIA PVT. LTD. 


The Director [HR], 

SGS India Pvt. Ltd., 

SGS House, 4B, A.S. Marg, 

Vikhroli [W], 

Mumbai - 400 083, Maharashtra 

AND 

THEIR WORKMEN 


The General Secretary, 

Marmagoa Waterfront Workers’ Union, 
PO: Box No. 90, 

VASCO, Goa. 
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APPEARANCES: 

FOR THE EMPLOYER 
FOR THE WORKMEN 


Mr. P. Shetty, Advocate 
Ms. K. Samant, Advocate 


Mumbai, dated the 23'^'* December, 2019 

AWARD 

1. This is reference made by the Central Government in exercise of powers under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 vide Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment, New Delhi vide its order No. L-31025/01/2018 - IR (B-II) dated 28.08.2018. The terms of reference 
given in the schedule are as follows : 

“(i) Whether the union is justified in raising the dispute with conciliation authority at Goa ? If Yes, whether the 
demand raised by the union for restoration of employment to Shri Umesh Gajanan Matondkar with continuity 
of service and full back wages is legal and justified ? If So, what relief they are entitled to ?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, both the parties were served with the notices. 

3. Workman is present. He has admitted his signature on this pursis. He states that he is not pressing his claim on 
account of monetary settlement. He is identified by his advocate. Hence read & recorded. 

4. Since the workman has settled the dispute and has not pressing his claim on account of monetary settlement, the 
present reference is disposed of Hence order. 

ORDER 

Reference is disposed of with no order as to costs. 

Date: 23.12.2019 


M. V. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer 

Reeil, 9 2020 


^ an. 1947 (1947 ^ 14) enn 17 ^ 

^ ^ ^ IRtTcra ^ Pldlv4cbl' sfk cbfjcbKl ^ 

sfl^VRlcb arfepFTH/^Ffl -dldHd H. 2, ^ 18/2016) ^ WcblRld t ^ 

09.01.2020 ^ fSTT HI I 

[TT. tlR-31011 /02/2016-3n^3nT (^-II)] 


New Delhi, the 9th January, 2020 


#01 6RTR, STJRFT ##6# 


S.O. 63. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award ( Ref No. 18/2016) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 
2, Mumbai as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Mumbai Port Trust, and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 09.01.2020. 

[No. L-31011/02/2016-IR(B-II)] 


SELMA BANSAL, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI 
PRESENT : M. V. Deshpande, Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE NO.CGIT-2/I8 of 2016 

EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE MANAGEMENT OF MUMBAI PORT TRUST 


The Chairman, 

Mumbai Port Trust, 
Port House, S.V. Marg, 
Ballard Estate, 

Mumbai - 400 001. 
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AND 

THEIR WORKMEN 

The General Secretary, 

Mumbai Port Trust, Dock and General Employees’ 

Union, Port Trust Kamgar Sadan, 

Nawab Tank Road, Mazgaon 
Mumbai - 400 010. 

APPEARANCES: 

FOR THE EMPLOYER : No Appearance 

FOR THE WORKMEN : Mr. Madhukar Ghadge, Advocate 

Mumbai, dated the I?* December, 2019 

AWARD 

1. This is reference made by the Central Government in exercise of powers under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 vide Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment, New Delhi vide its order No. L-31011/02/2016 - IR (B-II) dated 18.04.2016. The terms of reference 
given in the schedule are as follows : 

“Whether the action of the management of Mumbai Port Trust in withdrawing the regular employees of 
Electrical Maintenance Staffposted at Sagargeet Residential Colony of Mumbai Port Trust at Worli, a system 
prevailing in Mumbai Port Trust for the last 4 decades, without compliance made under Section 9-A of ID Act, 
1947, resulting into loss of overtime wages and night allowance to the said workman in 3 shifts, by introducing 
the outsourcing system and employment of contract workmen for such services as per letter dated 04.08.2015 
issued by the Executive Engineer, Electrical Establishment, Wadala, Antop Division of Mumbai Port Trust, is 
just and proper ? If so what relief the workmen and the union concerned are entitled to ?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, both the parties were served with the notices. 

3. On going through the Roznama, it appears that the second party union and concerned workmen are absent since 
13.7.16. Even thereafter it appears from the Roznama that union was represented by one Mr. Madhukar Ghadge but then 
union and the concerned workmen have not filed statement of claim. 

4. Hence there is no evidence to substantiate the claim and therefore the reference is liable to be rejected for want 
of evidence. Hence order. 


ORDER 

Reference is rejected for want of evidence. 

Date: 17.12.2019 


M.V. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer 

Reeil, 9 2020 


^ Sn. 1947 (1947 ^ u) HRl 17 ^ T/TT.tlfr. 

Tin. m. ^ ^ Pi All G chi' sfk cb*jcbKl' ^ srjsfsr ^ P1^ sfPflPpF Ptctk ^ 

TR7FR sMPpF 3TpPFTH/«FfT -ftlilHAI P. 2, WjM ^ TT. 41/2018) Afp ycbiPid t tjft #ppT 

TR7FR Tfp 09.01.2020 Ap |31T an I 

[71. W-31025/03/2018-311^3117 (Pl-Il)] 


New Delhi, the 9th January, 2020 


Tfm Ptm, 3i3nin 3iPnFpl 


S.O. 64. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 41/2018) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No 
2, Mumbai as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of SGS India Pvt. Ltd., and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 09.01.2020. 


[No. L-31025/03/2018-IR(B-II)] 
SELMA BANSAL, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI 
PRESENT : M. V. Deshpande, Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE NO.CGIT-2/4I of 2018 

EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE MANAGEMENT OF SGS INDIA PVT. LTD. 


The Director [HR], 

SGS India Pvt. Ltd., 

SGS House, 4B, A.S. Marg, 

Vikhroli [W], 

Mumbai - 400 083, Maharashtra - 

AND 

THEIR WORKMEN 


The General Secretary, 

Marmagoa Waterfront Workers’ Union, 

PO: Box No. 90, 

VASCO, Goa. 

APPEARANCES: 

FOR THE EMPLOYER : Mr. P. Shetty, Advocate 

FOR THE WORKMEN : Ms. K. Samant, Advocate 

Mumbai, dated the 23'“^ December, 2019 


AWARD 


1. This is reference made by the Central Government in exercise of powers under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 vide Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment, New Delhi vide its order No. L-31025/03/2018 - IR (B-II) dated 28.08.2018. The terms of reference 
given in the schedule are as follows : 

“(i) Whether the union is justified in raising the dispute with conciliation authority at Goa ? If Yes, whether the 
demand raised by the union for restoration of employment to Shri Sameer W. Pawaskar with continuity of 
service and full back wages is legal and justified ? If So, what relief they are entitled to ? ” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, both the parties were served with the notices. 

3. Workman is present. He has admitted his signature on this pursis. He states that he is not pressing his claim on 
account of monetary settlement. He is identified by his advocate. Hence read & recorded. 

4. Since the workman has settled the dispute and has not pressing his claim on account of monetary settlement, the 
present reference is disposed of Hence order. 


ORDER 

Reference is disposed of with no order as to costs. 

Date: 23.12.2019 


Reeil, 9 2020 


M.V. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer 


W\. sn. 65.^11 Rich fcrcfK/cflTflij -dldldd, eRTTS - 

03/2005 Rdich 20/12/2019 ^ RRcT 'H'icbK ^ Rdlcb 05/09/2019 ^ rrzf ^ 

SlfSpFTH ^ RFH 03/2005 26/08/2019 ^ ^ TTiai TTeHT f%TlT wTTcTl t! 

[TT. W-42012/40/2004-3n^3TR (TfO/R-Il)] 
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CORRIGENDUM 

New Delhi, the 9th January, 2020 

S.O. 65. —ID Ref. No. 03/2005 dated 20* December 2019 received from CGIT Lucknow correcting the 
Award passed by the tribunal on 26.08.2019 in Ref No. 03/2005 which was notified by the Government of India on 
05.09.2019, is annexed herewith. 

[No. L-42012/40/2004-IR(CM-II)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- LABOUR COURT LUCKNOW 
PRESENT : P. K. SRIVASTAVA, PRESIDING OFFICER 

I.D. No. 03/2005 

Ref No. L-42012/40/2004- IR (CM-II) dated: 24.12.2004 


BETWEEN : 

Sh. Jai Singh, S/o Sh. Daryab Singh 
R/o Sikari 2, Hissa Phetapur, Sikri 
Agra (UP) 

AND 

The Superintending Archaeologist 
Archaeological Survey of India 
Agra Circle, 22 Mall Road, 

Agra (U.P.)-202001 

CORRIGENDUM 

1. By order No. L-42012/40/2004- IR (CM-II) dated: 24.12.2004 the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub section (1) and sub section (2A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) referred this industrial dispute between Sh. Jai Singh, S/o Sh. Daryab 
Singh, R/o Sikari 2, Hissa Phetapur, Sikri, Agra (UP) and the Superintending Archaeologist, Archaeological Survey of 
India, Agra Circle, 22 Mall Road, Agra (U.P.) - 20200 for adjudication and this Tribunal adjudicated the said reference 
vide its award dated 26.08.2019; wherein some typographical error has been committed. 

2. Therefore, following correction is being incorporated in the award dated 26.08.2019 of this Tribunal: 

“The words mentioned as “Superintending Horticulturist ”, in array of the opposite party and 06* line of para 
01 be read as “Superintending Archaeologist”. 


LUCKNOW. 

16.12.2019 


P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer 


Reeil, 9 2020 

an. 66 .— aj'k'lRicb f^cfK 1947 (1947 ^ 14) 45 ) enn 17 ^ 

fr.Tfr.Tfr.w. ^ jurticur ^ PidlGcbi' sfk ^ fi ^ 

TR7FR afi^lRlcb -AllAlHAl n.-2, ^ WIT 03/2015) 47) ycbiRld 47Tcfr t, 411 

T1747R 47) 07.01.2020 451 41R1 fST SH | 

[Ti. Hef-20012/l37/2014-31lf31R (TflHR-l)] 
Hn. Tfr. TIH, Sl^HlH 3lf£l47I^ 
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State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 26* September, 2019 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise of the powers conferred on them under Sec.I0(I)(d) 
of the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/137/2014-IR (CM-I) dt.05.01.2015. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of Mndidih Colliery nnder Sijna of M/s BCCL in dismissing 
Sri Rajn Bhnia, Ex. M./Loader from the services vide letter dated 15.09.2002 is fair and jnstified? To 
what relief the concerned workman is entitled to?” 

On receipt of the Order No L-20012/137/2014-IR (CM-I) dt. 05.01.2015 of the reference from the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, it was 
registered as Reference case No. 03 of 2015 on 19.01.2015 and accordingly an order to that effect was passed to 
issue notices through the Registered Post to the parties concerned, directing them to appear before the Tribunal 
on the date fixed and to file their written statements along with the relevant documents. In pursuance of the said 
order notices by the Registered Post were sent to the parties concerned. 

2. The I.D. Reference Case was listed on 26.11.2019 for final hearing over the matter of filing Written 
Statement of Claim on behalf of the Sponsoring Union/workman. Neither the Representative from Sponsoring 
Union nor the workman petitioner was present on call nor did file the long awaited Written Statement, a step 
lying pending since 22.04.2015 . On the other hand Mr.D.K.Verma, Ld. Advocate representing on behalf of the 
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Management appeared before the Tribunal. Whereas formal notices have been served upon the addresses of the 
Union and Management respectively but of no use . 

3. The case record shows that it was predominantly adjourned on several occasions like 22.04.2015, 11.06.2015, 
22.07.2015, 21.08.2015, 09.10.2015, 14.12.2015, 26.02.2016, 13.04.2016, 10.06.2016, 02.08.2016, 14.09.2016, 
15.09.2016, 04.01.2017, 21.02.2017, 10.04.2017, 29.05.2017, 20.07.2017, 04.09.2017, 17.10.2017, 24.09.2019, and 
lastly on 26.11.2019 .The proceedings stalled over the same issue for so much time with no headway in sight from the 
Union/concemed workman. Nevertheless the Ld. Advocate for the workman/Union Mr.S.K.Sinha, made appearance on 
24.09.2019 for praying some more time to file the WS but on the next date fixed he could not be able to file the 
Written Statement of Claim .The case moved at a snail’s pace over the status of filing of WS. Whereas, Written 
Statement of Claim on the part of the Sponsoring Union/workman should have been filed within fifteen days of the 
receipt of the reference by the party who raised the dispute as stated in the Order of Reference from Government of 
India, which reads as follows: 

“The Parties raising the dispute shall file a statement of claim complete with relent documents, list of 
reliance and witnesses with the Tribunal within fifteen days of the receipt of this order of reference and 
also forward a copy of such statement to each one of the opposite parties involved in this dispute under 
rule 10(h) of the Industrial Disputes (Central),Rules,1957. ” 

4. On scrutiny, it has been observed that Mr.D.K.Verma, Ld. Counsel for the the Management made off and 
on appearance/representation as warranted by the case like on 11.06.2015, 22.07.2015, 21.08.2015, 14.12.2015, 
26.02.2016, 13.04.2016, 10.06.2016, 02.08.2016, 14.09.2016, 15.09.2016 20.07.2017, 04.09.2017, 17.10.2017, 
24.09.2019, and finally on 26.11.2019 but representation from Workman/Sponsoring Union it had been remained 
“Nil” barring a single date , on 24.09.2019 over which the Tribunal had clear instruction to Union/workman (petitioner) 
to file the W.S. well within one month with serving copy to the O.P./Management . At least more than thirteen sittings 
were held during the entire proceedings of the hearing for the sake of the natural Justice but the Union/workman could 
not come forward with the claim despite efforts made in this case. 

5. In so far as the question of the appearances from the O.P. /Management is concerned it does not have relevancy 
so long the workman, who raised the dispute, do not come up with legitimate statement of claim before Tribunal for 
adjudication to let them be countered by the O.P./Management .The Reference case deals with dismissal of the workman 
by the Management of Mudidih colliery under Sijua Area of M/s. BCCL ,an act to which the workman challenged in 
terms of Reference for adjudication before Tribunal. 

6. Upon a careful perusal of the different materials and facts on record, I find that the Union has not taken any step 
to pursue with the case despite availing so much adjournments mentioned herein above even after notices served upon 
the Union representing the workman. Such being the position the Tribunal finds no reason to keep it going for an 
indefinite period. In that case there seems no claim on dispute as regards the claim of the Appellant. In the light of 
above fact and circumstances, the Tribunal has come to conclusion that the issue on which the case had been raised in 
real terms get diluted and no more in existence. Therefore, the workman does not qualify to get any relief from this 
Tribunal in the referred case matter and is awarded accordingly. 

Dr. S. K.THAKUR, Presiding Officer 

Recll, 9 2020 

sn. 1947 (14 qn 1947) q 5 l eiM 17 ^ ^Rqqq 

fr.Tfr.Tfr.W. ^ qqucfq ^ Tiq^ PldlGcbj ^ #q, srjqer PiRtq SlIdlRlcb f^qiq 

TRq?R 3rf£rq57U/«iq -qiqidd q.-2, qqqiq ^ wq (Tiq^ TRsqi 45/2015) ^ ycbiRld q^Tcfl t, 

'H'icbK qrl 07.01.2020 q^l vim fsn aq 1 

[71. qef-20012/42/2015-311^3117 (7flqq-l)] 

qTl. Tfl. Tiq, 31^qFl 3lf£mq^ 


New Delhi, the 9th January, 2020 

S.O. 67. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No.2, Dhanbad 
(Ref. No.45 of 2015) as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 07.01.2020. 

[No. L-20012/42/2015-IR(CM-I)] 

S. C. RAY, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (N0.2), AT DHANBAD 
PRESENT : Dr.S.K.Thakur, Presiding Officer. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(1) (d) of the I.D.Act., 1947. 
REFERENCE NO. 45 OF 2015 


PARTIES: : The Secretary, 

Bihar Colliery Kamgar Union, 
Vishwakarma Bhawan, Police Line, 
Hirapur, Dhanbad -826001 
(Jharkhand). 

Vs. 

The Chief General Manager, 

Washery Division of M/s BCCL, 

PO: Saraidhela, Dhanbad-828127. 

Order No. L-20012/42/2015-IR(CM-I) dt.09.06.2015 


APPEARANCES : 

On behalf of the workman/Union : None 

On behalf of the Management : None 

Industry : Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 26* November, 2019 


of the powers conferred on them under Sec.l0(l)(d) 
this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 


Division of BCCL in not paying the LLTC/LTC 
claim in respect of Sri J. K. Sharma, Foreman Telephone is fair and jnstified? To what relief the 
concerned workman is entitled to?” 

On receipt of the Order No. L-20012/42/2015-IR (CM-I) dt.09.06.2015 of the reference from the Government 
of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, it was registered as Reference 
case No. 45 of 2015 on 27.06.2015 and accordingly an order to that effect was passed to issue notices through the 
Registered Post to the parties concerned, directing them to appear before the Tribunal on the date fixed and to file their 
written statements along with the relevant documents. In pursuance of the said order, notices by the Registered Post were 
sent to the parties concerned. 

2. The Instant Industrial Dispute case put up on date fixed on 26.11.2019 for final hearing on issue of submission 
of Written Statement of Claim .Neither workman (Petitioner) nor the Representative from Sponsoring Union was 
present .So was the situation from the Management side also .Altogether three notices dt. 28.08.2015, 30.08.2019and 
latest in the series on 05.11.2019 had already been sent to both of the parties under litigation at the addresses referred 
by the Government of India ,New Delhi but to no avail. The Reference was made out on 09.06.2015 and was registered 
before the Industrial Tribunal as I.D. Reference No. 45/2015 as there was a dispute between the management of 
Washery Division of M/s BCCL, Saraidhela, Dhanbad and its workman espoused through their Union which has been 
referred by the Government of India for adjudication by the Industrial Tribunal . Factually the Written Statement for 
raising the dispute should have been filed within 15 days of the receipt of the order by the Appellant as stated in the 
Order of Reference from Government of India, which reads as follows : 

“The Parties raising the dispute shall file a statement of claim complete with relent documents, list of 
reliance and witnesses with the Tribunal within fifteen days of the receipt of this order of reference and 


State : Jharkhand 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise 
of the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following dispute to 

No. L-20012/42/2015-IR (CM-I) dt.09.06.2015. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of Washery 
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also forward a copy of such statement to each one of the opposite parties involved in this dispute under 
rule 10(h) of the Industrial Disputes (Central),rules,1957. ” 

3. The Reference Industrial Dispute Case ,in question, stands adjourned on numerous dates during the course 
of hearings on 27.06.2015 28.08.2015 01.12.2015 16.12.2015 08.02.2016 28.03.2016, 02.05.2016, 29.06.2016, 
08.08.2016, 26.08.2019, 18.09.2019 04.11.2019 and ultimately on 26.11.2019.Nevertheless, the parties under Reference 
are fully aware of knowledge of fate of the case as to what happens in case of successive failures at a stretch. The 
case had been moving at snail’s pace and stood stagnating over filing Written Statement of Claim, a move that stalled all 
the proceedings of the Tribunal for years together. 

4. The case under reference relates to alleged denial of payment of LLTC/LTC a claim the Foreman Telephone of 
Washery Division of M/s BCCL, Dhanbad to the workman Shri J.K.Shama, Foreman Telephone, against which the 
workman raised the dispute seeking fair and justified deal from the Management through adjudication before this 
Industrial Tribunal. 

5. On the face of the facts and materials on record it has been clear beyond doubt that neither the workmen 
concerned nor the Sponsoring Union has made appearance even on a single date despite so much referred adjournments 
and notices mentioned herein above. The conduct and gesture of the union as well as the workman show sufficient 
ground for the Tribunal to convince the issue either to have been settled out or no longer into existence or desirous for its 
continuance. 


6. Considering the circumstances of the fact, the Tribunal is of the conclusion that the Reference case should be 
wrapped for the end of the natural justice as further dragging would prove wastage of time and energy of the Tribunal. 
Under such circumstances the case is closed concluding the alleged Industrial dispute absolved in its explicit terms and 
the workman no longer need any relief out of the dispute due to reluctance on the part of the Sponsoring 
Union/workman, and no relief is awarded accordingly. 

Dr. S. K.THAKUR, Presiding Officer 

Recll, 9 2020 

sn. 1947 (14 ^ 1947) 4?) etRi 17 ^ 

^ ^ Pliilvjtcbj cb*jcbKj ^ PiRte sMPuf PcfK 

TRTfTR sfi^lRlcb -dldldd P.-2, tfiraK ^ (TT^ TRsHT 55/2015) ycbiPid t, ^ 

'H'icbK ^ 07.01.2020 Tp STT | 

[TT. W-20012/58/2015-3nf3TN (^fF/R-l)] 
t/TT. #. TFT, 3T^WT 31^1471^ 

New Delhi, the 9th January, 2020 

S.O. 68.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 2, Dhanbad 
(Ref No. 55 of 2015) as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 07.01.2020. 

[No. L-20012/58/2015-IR(CM-I)] 
S. C. RAY, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO. 2), AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT : Dr. S. K.Thakur, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(1) (d) of the I.D.Act., 1947. 

REFERENCE NO. 55 OF 2015 

PARTIES: : The Secretary, 

Koyla Ispat Mazdoor Panchayat, 

Post Box No.59, PO: Jharia., 

Dhanbad-828111. 

(Jharkhand). 
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Vs. 

The General Manager, 

Lodna Area of M/s BCCL, 

PO: Khas Jeenagora, Dhanbad-828119. 

Order No. L-20012/58/2015-IR(CM-I) dt.10.07.2015 


APPEARANCES : 

On behalf of the workman/Union : None 

On behalf of the Management : Mr. Ganesh Prasad. Ed. Advocate 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 26”* September 2019 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise of the powers conferred on them under Sec.l0(l)(d) 
of the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/58/2015-IR (CM-I) dt.10.07.2015. 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of North Tisra Colliery of M/s BCCL in not regnlarization as 
Secnrity Gnard with protection of wages of Shri Lai Mohamad Mia, Pers. No. 02590420 of North Tisra 
colliery of M/s. BCCL is fair and jnstified? To what relief the concerned workman is entitled to?” 

On receipt of the Order No. L-20012/58/2015-IR (CM-I) dt.10.07.2015 of the reference from the Government 
of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, it was registered as Reference 
case No. 55 of 2015 on 22.07.2015 and accordingly an order to that effect was passed to issue notices through the 
Registered Post to the litigant parties concerned, directing them to appear before the Tribunal on the date fixed and to 
file their written statements along with the relevant documents. In pursuance of the said order notices by the Registered 
Post were sent to the parties concerned. 

2. Today , on 26.11.2019 the case posted for taking steps by the Sponsoring Union/workman concerned on the 
matter of filing Written Statement of Claim and passing of necessary order eventually ,if, in default. None of the 
parties either from Sponsoring Union/workman (petitioner) or the Management as under reference was found present 
nor they took any steps on call. The Representation from the Sponsoring Union had been all along nil since its 
inception despite issuance of notices, at least three notices at the addresses of the Sponsoring Union and the 
Management respectively. Contrary to it ,Mr. Ganesh Prasad, Ld. Counsel representing the Management made his 
presence registered on dates 05.02, 2016, for filing authorization on behalf of the Management to represent the case 
and on 20.09.2016, 16.11.2016, 17.08.2017 for appearance before the Tribunal during the entire proceedings of the 
hearing. Factually, the Written Statement of Claim from the party who has raised the dispute , should have been filed 
within 15 days of the receipt of the order as stated in the Order of Reference from Government of India, which reads 
as follows : 

“The Parties raising the dispute shall file a statement of claim complete with relent documents, list of 
reliance and witnesses with the Tribunal within fifteen days of the receipt of this order of reference and 
also forward a copy of such statement to each one of the opposite parties involved in this dispute under 
rule 10(h) of the Industrial Disputes (Central),rules,1957.” 

3. Moreover, the adjournments were provided to both the parties in course of entire proceedings of the trial 
spanning from 22.09.2015 ,27.11.2015 ,05.022016 ,08.04.2016 ,01.06.2016 21.07.2016 20.09.2016, 16.11.2016, 
11.01.2017 ,01.03.2017 ,24.04.2017, 16.06.2017 ,17.08.2017 ,10.10.2017 ,21.11.2017 ,18.09.2019, and finally on 
26.11.2019 so as to provide ample opportunity to the Sponsoring Union /workman (petitioner) to stake claim of 
legitimate dues annexing therewith relevant documents and witness before the Industrial Tribunal . It reveals from the 
record that three Summons dt. 14.08.2015, 30.08.2019, and 05.11.2019 had been served upon the both the parties at their 
respective addresses referred in the Order of the Reference itself 

4. The case under reference deals with issue about denial of regularization as Security Guard, without protection 
of wages to Shri Lai Mohamad Mia, Pers. No. 02590420 by North Tisra Colliery of M/s. BCCL ,Dhanbad, an alleged 
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action of the of the Management, to whom the workman challenged by raising the dispute for adjudication as 
Industrial Dispute Reference. 

5. Now coming to the above findings the Tribunal has taken into consideration of the facts the total 
unwillingness on the part of the Sponsoring Union /workman who never felt duty bound or shown interest/ seriousness 
to proceed with the Reference Industrial Dispute Case ever since 22.09.2015 the case rolled out as Reference. The 
case appears, in explicit terms, in no way under existence. Considering the circumstances of the fact in the Reference 
and ample opportunities given in the line of the natural justice ,the Tribunal has clear assumption that the case seems 
to have lost its merits or issue on which Industrial Dispute had been raised. Under such circumstances the case is closed 
concluding that no relief needs to be granted to the concerned workman by the Management (Opposite Party). 

Dr. S. K.THAKUR, Presiding Officer 

Reel), 9 vjl'l't'?!, 2020 

an. arfSrf^RPi, 1947 (14 ^ 1947) 4?) etri 17 ^ tutitr 

Tfr.Tfr.W. ^ IRtlcUl ^ RwRlThf sfk cb*jcbKj' ^ 4^, ai^er afi Ell Rich fclcfK ^ 

TRThR aflEllRlcb 3lf£mRU/«PfT -dIdIcHd ^.-2, CpRlK ^ WIT 189/2001) ^ TUhlftlcT WD t, Tjft 

dlRlil WhR ^ 07.01.2020 Tpt TURT f3TT an | 

[TT. W-20012/l4l/2001-3TTf3TR (Tf^R-l)] 
tRT. #. Tin, arfEmn^ 


New Delhi, the 9th January, 2020 

S.O. 69.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 2, Dhanbad 
(Ref No.189 of 2001) as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. CCL and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 07.01.2020. 

[No. L-20012/141/2001-IR(CM-I)] 

S. C. RAY, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO. 2), AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT : Dr.S.K.Thakur, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(1) (d) of the I.D.Act., 1947. 

REFERENCE NO. 189 OF 2001 

PARTIES: : Sri Chaman Munda, 

Secretary, 

Bihar Colliery Kamgar Union, 

Bhurkunda, Colliery Branch, 

PO: Bhurkunda, Distt: Hazaribagh-825301 
(Jharkhand). 

Vs. 

The Project Officer, 

Bhurkunda Colliery of M/s C.C.L. 

PO: Bhurkunda, Hazaribagh-825301. 

Order No. L-20012/141/2001-IR(C-I) dt.10.07.2001 


APPEARANCES : 



On behalf of the workman/Union : 

None 


On behalf of the Management : 

None 


State : 

Jharkhand 

Industry: Coal 



Dated, Dhanbad, the 26* November, 2019 
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AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise of the powers conferred on them under Sec.I0(I)(d) 
of the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/141/2001-IR (CM-I) dt.10.07.2001. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the Bihar Colliery Kamgar Union to regnlarize Sri Awdhesh Singh as 
Undergronnd Mnnshi is proper and jnstified? If so, to what relief is the concerned workman entitled and 
from what date?” 

On receipt of the Order No. L-20012/141/2001-IR (CM-I) dt.IO.07.2001 of the reference from the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute it was registered 
as Reference case No. 189 of 2001 on 08.08.2001 and accordingly an order to that effect was passed to issue notices 
through the Registered Post to the litigant parties concerned, directing them to appear before the Tribunal on the date 
fixed and to file their written statements along with the relevant documents. In pursuance of the said order, notices by the 
Registered Post were sent to the parties concerned. 

2. The last hearing of the case was scheduled on 26.11.2019. None appeared from either side of the parties under 
Reference despite having been issued Regd letter dt. 05.11.2019 .But neither the Union nor its workman concerned did 
turn up nor filed much awaifed long outstanding Written Statement due over more than four years, a step very crucial for 
admitting the case in first stage. It originated in the year 2001 and so prima facie appears to be a stale one with due 
process adopted giving sufficient time to the workman/petitioner to defend the case before this Tribunal. In order to 
facilitate the workman to file the claim the Tribunal had provided ample opportunity on 4/7.1.2002, 04.06.2002, 
01.10.2002,28.02.2003,18.08.2005, 13.05.2019, 04.06.2019,04.11.2019 and finally on26.11.2019 in line of natural 
justice .The Tribunal did take efforts to serve notices to both the parties on 16.08.2002 and 18.08.2005 ,13.05.2019 
and 05.11.2019 besides One Show Cause Notice dt.08.01.2003 at their respective addresses but that too also did not 
serve the purpose .Noteworthy the WS from the party who has raised the dispute , should have been filed within 
15 days of the receipt of the order as stated in the Order of Reference from Government of India which reads as 
follows : 


“The Parties raising the dispute shall file a statement of claim complete with relent documents, list of 
reliance and witnesses with the Tribunal within fifteen days of the receipt of this order of reference and 
also forward a copy of such statement to each one of the opposite parties involved in this dispute under 
rule 10(h) of the Industrial Disputes (Central),Rules,1957.” 

3 The Case was adjourned on several dates on pretext over filing the Written Statement by the Sponsoring 

Union/workman concerned (Petitioner) .The status of the case on scrutinizing revealed to have been hanging over filing 
W.S. since 10.07.2001,the date on which the Government of India referred this case to the Tribunal with copies 
endorsed to all parties including the petitioner. It is implied that workman who claimed to have dispute with the 
Employer during a long span of time could not be able to stake claim through Written Statement of Claim showing to 
prove the nature of grievance he had. What is found that apart from merely the copy of the Order of Reference from 
the Government of India in this regard neither the Sponsoring Union nor the workman has produced the Written 
Statement of claim that he has legitimate claim over the Management. 

4. The case under reference is concerned with non- regularizing as Underground Munshi by the Management of 
Bhurkunda Colliery of M/s CCL, Hazaribagh an alleged action by the Management, and so the workman raised the 
dispute for adjudication before this Tribunal. 

5. On the totality of the facts recorded there is only one opinion emerged out that the Sponsoring Union 
/workmen(Petitioner) is no longer interested to move ahead either by appearance or by filing long pending Written 
Statement of Claim. Further perusal of materials available on record points that workman/Sponsoring Union is neither 
serious nor interested in continuance of the dispute raised by it through adjudication on merits. Full natural justice has 
been done with the Sponsoring Union/workman as it rolled over for more than 18 years .It kept adjournment over 
adjournment. It is the Sponsoring Union’s prerogative whether to file the WS or not before the Tribunal though all sorts 
of opportunity for the end of natural justice was provided by the Tribunal. 

6. So the Tribunal has no option but to narrow down the failure of the Union to file Written Statement of Claim 
by the Sponsoring Union/workman till the last opportunity provided. Accordingly, the Instant Case is hereby disposed of 
for want of unwillingness of the Sponsoring Union/workman awarding no relief from the Employer/Management in the 
case matter. 


Dr. S. K. THAKUR, Presiding Officer 
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^ Recll, 10 vjRcT^, 2020 

an. 70.—al^lRicb aferf^ran, 1947 (1947 rt u) efRi 17 ^ 

aw ^ iRticfa ^ Piiilacbl' sfk ^ fm a^^i Pif^R al^lRw f^cjR al^lRw 

af^rwJi, a^H 4 HJK ^ nnw (n^ n. 12/2014) ri wiftm t ^ 10.01.2020 ^ nwi fai 

ani 

[n. ■tia-12012/80/2013-aT^aR (^-ii)] 

#fTi efna, ajwT ator^ 


New Delhi, the 10th January, 2020 

S.O. 70.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 12/2014) of the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmednagar as shown in the 
Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Bank of Maharashtra, and their workmen, received by 
the Central Government on 10.01.2020. 

[No. L-12012/80/2013-IR(B-II)] 
SEEMA BANSAL, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL AT AHMEDNAGAR BEFORE SHRI B.R. GUPTA, PRESIDING 

OFFICER 

Reference (IT) No. 12 of 2014 (CNR No. MHIC1600017120I4) 

Between : 

The Zonal Manager, Bank of Maharashtra, Gurukul Nagar, 

Lai Taki, Appu Chouk Ahmednagar-414001. ...First Party 

And 

Shri Vijay Machindra Kharat Age-29 years, Occ-Nil Post-Wakadi, 

Tal-Rahata, Dist-Ahmednagar - 413719 ...Second Party 


Appearance : Shri Shirish Joshi, Advocate for 1 ** party. 

Shri K.Y. Modgekar, Advocate for 2"‘* party. 

AWARD 

(Delivered on 05-12-2019) 

(1) The Section Officer, Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi referred present dispute between of 
2"'^ party workman and party employer. Dispute referred as to whether dis continuation of services of 2"‘* party from 
2-2-2013 is justified ? and what relief workman is entitled. 

(2) Initially present Reference was sent to Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court No.l, Mumbai for adjudication by 
Central Government by letter dt. 19-11-2013 Exh.0-2. In said reference dispute referred as to whether the action of the 
management Bank of Maharashtra, Zonal Office, Ahmednagar by dis-continuing the services of Vijay Macchindra 
Kharat w.e.f 2-2-2013 is justified ? What relief the workman is entitled ? 

(3) Subsequently, at the request of employee Central Government passed further order dt. 21-7-2014 and by way of 
said order transferred said reference to Industrial Tribunal, Ahmednagar. Accordingly, by way of transfer present 
reference came before this Tribunal for adjudication. Subsequently, in view of notice both the parties of reference 
appeared before this Court. Thereafter, 2"'^ party employee filed Statement of Claim vide Exh.U-6 and party employer 
contested the claim by filing Written Statement at Exh.C-5. 

(4) As per contention of 2"'^ party he started to work with Wakadi, Tal-Rahata, Dist-A.nagar branch of party 
since 2004 as daily wage worker. Since that time he worked with 1®‘ party till 2-2-2013. Lastly he was getting daily 
wages @ Rs. 150/- per day. As per his contention he worked towards U' party for more than 100 of days. He is also 
educated up to 10* standard and belongs to backward class. As per his contention party was making payment to him 
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on a voucher. On 24-12-2012 one part time sweeper Subhash Namdeo Jadhav on promotion transferred from Wakadi 
branch. Due to said transfer part time post of sweeper of Wakadi branch became vacant. As per 2"“^ party by letter 
dt. 28-1-2013 he requested to U‘ party to make him permanent on the post of sweeper. However, instead of giving 
permanency to 2"‘* party, U‘ party dis-continued 2"'^ party from service w.e.f 2-2-2013. While terminating services of 
2"'^ party U* party not followed the provisions of I. D. Act. He was neither given notice, notice pay or compensation. 
Hence, act of U‘ party is illegal. Second party requested that his termination order may be stayed and he may be 
continued in service and he may be also given continuity of service and back wages. 

(5) First party denied the claim of 2"“* party by W.S. vide Exh.C-5. They denied contention of 2"“* party that he was 
working as part time sweeper in their Wakadi branch since 2004 as alleged. They also denied his contention that he had 
worked for more than 100 days as alleged. As per their contention 2"“^ party had worked at Wakadi, Tal-Rahata, Dist- 
A.nagar on daily wages intermittently during period 2007 to 2013. During said period 2"^ party worked total period of 
104 days. He also given chart regarding work of 2"'^ party with them year wise. They also denied contention of 2““^ party 
that permanent post of sweeper is vacant with U‘ party and 2“‘* party is entitled to get the service on said post. They also 
contended that U* party has given advertisement in newspaper on 25-9-2012 for filling up the vacancies of l/3rd part 
time sub staff However, the 2”“* party not applied for said vacancies. They also contended that remaining 3/4th part time 
sub staff is filled up from existing part time sub staff and therefore there is no vacant post in their bank. Hence, 2“'* party 
cannot be absorbed in the post of part time sweeper. Hence, they requested to reject the claim of 2"“^ party. 

(6) On the basis of pleadings Issues were framed below Exh. 0-15. After hearing arguments of Mr. Shirish Joshi, 
Advocate for U‘ party and Mr.K.Y. Modgekar, Advocate for 2"^ party and perusal of written notes of arguments of 
U‘ party at Exh.C-16 and evidence on record I have recorded my findings against them for the reasons given below :- 


Sr. No. 

( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 


ISSUES FINDINGS 

Does the 2"^* party prove that was employment of the 1 party as alleged ? Yes. 

Whether the services were terminated ? If yes. Whether the termination was 
illegal / unjustified ? No. 


What Award ? 


As per final order. 


REASONS 


(71 ISSUE NO.l : 

In this respect U‘ party not disputed the fact that 2”‘* party was in their branch in employment. The only disputed aspect is 
length of service as well as working days of 2"*^ party. As per contention of 2"“* party he worked in Wakadi branch since 
2004 to 2013. However, as per U‘ party he had worked intermittently from 2007 to 2013. Therefore, fact is not in dispute 
that 2"‘* party was in employment of U* party. Hence, I answer Issue No. 1 in affirmative. 

(81 ISSUE N0.2 : 

In this respect to support his claim 2“‘* party examined himself and filed his evidence Affidavit vide Exh.U-6 on record. 
In said Affidavit he stated as per contention made in Statement of Claim. He also filed some documentary evidence with 
list Exh.U-13, Exh.U-15 and Exh.U-17. He had also applied for directing U‘ party to produce some documents vide 
Exh.U-7. Said application was partly allowed and directions given to U‘ party to give copy of some documents to 
2"'^ party by taking copying charges and also to give inspection of some documents. In defence 1 party examined Dy. 
Zonal Manager Mr. Satten Kokane vide Exh.C-ll/A. He also deposed as per defence taken in their W.S. They also 
produced some documents with list Exh.C-11. 

(91 As per the evidence of 2'“’ party he is discontinued from service from 2-2-2013 without giving any notice, 
notice pay or compensation. However, as per defence of U‘ party, 2"^ party was not there permanent or temporary 
employee, on the contrary they used to engage him intermittently. Moreover, during the year 2007 to 2013 he worked 
only 104 days. Even they contended and deposed that on daily wages 2"^ party worked till 31-3-2013 and not till 
2-2-2013. Even they pleaded and deposed that in none of the year 2"^ party worked in their branch for 240 days. 
Therefore, it is necessary to see as to whether alleged discontinuation of 2”“^ party from service is legal and as to whether 
any notice or notice pay or compensation was required to be given to 2"^ party at the time alleged dis-continuation. 

(101 In this respect it is not in dispute that U‘ party is banking company and therefore it is semi-government 
institution. Moreover, they have to follow regular recruitment process to recruit the workers. In present case admittedly 
2"*^ party was never recruited in U‘ party bank. It is an admitted fact that neither there is appointment letter of 2”“^ party 
nor his signatures were obtained on attendance register at any time. He himself contends that payment was being given 
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to him on voucher. Therefore, admittedly there is no attendance register or other documentary evidence to support 
contention of 2'“’ party regarding his work. 

(11) As per provisions of I.D. Act the services of workman who continuously worked for more than 240 days 
cannot be terminated without giving him notice and notice pay. However, for that purpose employee has to prove 
continuous service of 240 days in a year. However, in present case 2”“^ party neither in his Statement of Claim nor in 
evidence Affidavit vice Exh.U-10 any where stated that he had worked for more than 240 days in any year. On the other 
hand, since beginning party took defence that in none of the year 2 "^ party worked for more than 240 days. Even 

party given specific chart of daily wage working days of 2"'^ party. As per said chart in his entire service 2 "^ party 
worked only 104 days with them. Second party also not produced any documentary evidence to support his contention 
that in any year he had worked for more than 240 days with party. In absence of any pleadings or any positive 
evidence regarding continuous work of 240 days in a year, it cannot be inferred that 2"“^ party worked for more than 240 
days in a year with 1®‘ party and therefore for dis-continuance of his service mandatory provisions of I.D.Act are 
required to be followed. 

(12) In cross-examination of party witness there is nothing to discard his testimony regarding actual work of 
2"'^ party. No doubt in his cross-examination he given admission that on the basis of ledger and cash book it can be 
calculated as to how much days 2”“* party worked with them. However, only on the basis of said admission it cannot be 
inferred that those documents not produced with intention to suppress the material fact regarding actual working days of 
2 '"^ party. 

(13) In this respect Mr. Modgekar, Advocate for 2"‘* party on law point cited some reported judgments of Hon'ble 
Apex Court and High Courts. They are- 

(1) Gauri Shankar Vs. State of Rajasthan (2015-LLR-785) (SC) 

(2) Bright Export Ltd. Vs. Central Board of Trustees, EPF Organization ( 2016-LLR-487) 

(3) Sanjay Kumar S/o Surendra Kumar Sharma Vs Chief Executive Officer, Janpad Panchayat, Ratlam 
(2010-LLR- 1065) 

In these citations it is held that for non production of muster rolls adverse inference may be drawn against 
employer. It is also held that party possessing best evidence should produce it and for non production of the same 
adverse inference may be drawn. 

(14) No doubt in appropriate cases adverse inference may be drawn for non production of best evidence. However, 
ratio of said citation is not helpful to 2'“* party in present case due to change of facts. In present case 2"“^ party neither 
pleaded nor stated on oath regarding more than 240 days work in a year. Moreover, since beginning 1 party contended 
that 2'“^ party not worked with them for 240 days in a year and also given specific chart of working days. Moreover, 
documents produced by 2“‘* party also recites that 2”“* party was not on continuous work. On the contrary, as per 
document he used to work with party intermittently. Considering said fact I hold that non production of cash book 
and ledger is not fatal in this case and no adverse inference can be drawn due to non production of said documents. 

(15) So far as complaint in respect of inspection of documents as per order below Eh. U-7 is concerned, in that 
respect from perusal of order below Exh.U-7 and admission given by 2““^ party in cross-examination it appears that 
2"*^ party himself is at fault regarding inspection. In order below Exh.U-7 specific directions were given to take 
inspection by giving prior notice to concerned bank. However, in cross-examination 2 "^ party states that he do not 
remember whether he had given any letter to bank for taking inspection. He also states that he also do not remember 
whether on 14-3-2018 he given application to Court that bank has not given inspection of documents to him. Said fact 
shows that there is no substance in his contention that bank has not given inspection and documents as per order below 
Exh.U-7. Hence, I do not find any substance in the arguments of counsel of 2”“^ party on said aspect. 

(16) From pleadings and evidence it appears that 2“‘* party was working in the branch of U‘ party bank for very short 
period when regular sweeper remained absent. In none of the year he worked for more than 240 days. Therefore, it was 
not necessary on the part of U' party employer to terminate services by applying provisions of I.D. Act. Even it was not 
necessary to terminate service by giving notice or termination order. Moreover, from evidence it appears that 1 party 
not dis-continued 2'“^ party from 2-2-2013 as alleged. On the contrary, he worked in the bank till 31-3-2013. Hence, I 
hold that 2"'^ party is not entitled to get any relief I also hold that services of 2"“^ party were never terminated and his dis¬ 
continuance is not illegal. Hence, I answer Issue No.3 in negative and proceed to pass following order :- 

ORDER 

(1) Services of 2"‘* party workman is not dis-continued from 02-02-2013 as alleged. Dis-continuation of his 
service from April, 2013 is legal and valid and cannot be termed as illegal. 
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(2) Second Party workman is not entitled to get any relief as prayed. 

(3) Reference is accordingly answered in negative. 

(4) No order as to costs. 

(5) Award be drawn accordingly and copies be sent to the Section Officer, Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi for publication. 

B. R. GUPTA, Presiding Officer 


Date: 05.12.2019 


Revll, 10 2020 


Sn. f^cfK SlfSrf^RTR, 1947 (l947 ^ u) 4^1 HR! 17 7^ ^ T^rtTI 

^47 ^ JRTrtcra ^ Pldlvjlcbl' 3fk ^ ^ PiRtd sfl^lRlcb f^cfK ij TRTfTR 

SildlRlcb 3rf£mRH/«IR -AllilHil, TfTTRt? 7^ (71^4 TT. 46/2009) TfTl RTfilftlcI TfRcfl t ^ ^RTfTR Tflt 10. 

01.2020 TfTl |3IT an | 

[TT. W-12011 /40/2009-3n^3TR (^-H)] 

#01 Tfnei, srjnm sito# 

New Delhi, the 10th January, 2020 


S.O. 71.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 46/2009) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Canara Bank, and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 10.01.2020. 

[No. L-12011/40/2009-IR(B-II)] 


SEEMA BANSAL, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 02^° JANUARY 2020 


PRESENT : JUSTICE SMT. RATNAKALA, Presiding Officer 

CR 46/2009 


I Party 

Sh. N. Neelakanta, 

S/o Sh. K. Nanjaiah, 
Since deceased by LRs. 

(1) Smt. Nagarathna N, 
W/o Late Neelakanta, 


II Party 

The Dy. General Manager, 

Canara Bank, DA Cell, 

HRM Section, Circle Officer, 

Bangalore Metro, No. 86. Spencer’s Towers, M.G. Road, 
BANGALORE-01. 


(2) Smt. Vijayalakshmi N, 
D/o Late Neelakanta, 

(3) Smt. Radhika N, 

D/o Late Neelakanta, 


(4) Ms. Shivajothi N, 
D/o Late Neelakanta, 


(5) Sh. Nagendra N, 

S/o Late Neelakanta, 


(6) Sh. Krishnam Raju N, 
S/o Late Neelakanta, 


All residing at. 

No. 1138, 11* Main Road, 
Hampinagar, RPC Layout, 
Vijayanagar, 

Bangalore - 560 001. 
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Appearance : 

Advocate for I Party : Mr. M.C. Basavaraju 

Advocate for II Party : Mr. T R K Prasad 

AWARD 

The Central Government vide Order No. L-12011/40/2009-IR(B-II) dated 18.09.2009 in exercise of the 
powers conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 
(for brevity ‘the Act’ hereafter) referred the following Industrial Dispute for adjudication. 

“Whether the action of the management of Canara Bank in imposing a penalty of compnlsory retirement 
w.e.f. 29.03.2004 on Sh. Neelakanta, Ex-Snh-Staff is legal and jnstified? What relief the workman is entitled 
to?” 

1. The dispute is raised by the Ex-employee of the 2'“^ Party Sh. Neelakanta challenging the punishment of 
compulsory retirement imposed on him as a measure of Disciplinary Action. During the pendency of the proceeding the 
workman expired and his Class-I Legal Heirs are pursuing the claim. 

2. The admitted facts are, 

the C* Party workman was initially appointed as a Peon on 06.08.1983. He was issued articles of charge dated 
14.10.2003 on the allegation of unauthorised absence between 17.05.2003 to 14.06.2003. He submitted his reply 
explaining the circumstances for his absence; not convinced by his reply Domestic Enquiry was conducted and the 
Enquiry Officer submitted his report holding that, the charges have been proved. Acting on the report, the 2"“^ Party 
proposed the punishment of compulsory retirement and scheduled personal hearing on 18.03.2004. The Party did not 
attend the personal hearing and the punishment of compulsory retirement was imposed. The appeal preferred thereon is 
dismissed without appreciating the material on record. 

The Party in his claim petition disputed the veracity of the proceeding adopted by the Enquiry Officer, 
alleged lack of opportunity and violation of principles of natural justice during Domestic Enquiry. He further contends 
that, he is discriminated from that of the similarly placed employees who were though indulged in more than 20 serious 
default cases, are imposed minor punishments. He contends that, he is ineligible to get alternative employment and has 
no source of income and the punishment imposed on him is illegal, arbitrary and unsustainable. 

3. The 2"“* Party while justifying their action in their counter statement contend that, he is in the habit of absenting 
from dufy frequently and unauthorisedly and they have also quoted three incidents wherein, he was punished on the 
similar charges. It is also contended that. Domestic Enquiry was conducted duly complying with the principles of 
natural justice. It is further stated that, since he failed to attend the personal hearing on the appointed date; taking into 
account, nature and gravity of the misconduct and agreeing with the findings of the Enquiry Officer he is imposed 
punishment of compulsory retirement as envisaged under Chapter XI Regulation 4 Clause (b) of Canara Bank Service 
Code. The Appellate Authority have afforded personal hearing to the party workman and heard the submissions made 
by him; after adverting to the facts and circumstance of the case and the relevant records, the client interfere with the 
findings of the Enquiry Officer or the orders of the Disciplinary Authority. 

4. On the rival contentions of the parties regarding veracity of the Domestic Enquiry, an issue regarding the 
fairness of the Domestic Enquiry was raised, tried and adjudicated as Preliminary Issue by upholding the fairness of the 
Domestic Enquiry. 

5. Written argument is submitted on behalf of the Party. Oral argument is addressed by Sh. TRKP for the 
2"'^ Party. 

6. The allegation as per the charge sheet was of unauthorised absence which was habitual; 

During the year 2003 he was unauthorisedly absence for 16 occasions for 125 days out of which 103 days were treated 
‘absence without leave’ on ‘loss of pay’. So far his absence for 1837 days were treated as absence without leave, hence 
on loss of pay besides 527 days of loss of pay. On past three occasions, he was charge sheeted on the allegation of 
remaining absent unauthorisedly in violation of Bank Rules and appropriate punishments were imposed on him (number 
of three cases and the consequential punishments are quoted). Further another three occasions of remaining absent from 

duty without intimation / submitting proper leave application are quoted; he remained 64 days absent between 

21.08.2002 to 23.10.2002 and submitted leave application on 24.10.2002; he remained absent for 29 days from 

17.05.2003 to 14.06.2003 and submitted leave application on 15.06.2003; he remained absent for 22 days from 

25.06.2003 to 16.07.2003 and submitted leave application on 17.07.2003. He had submitted leave application on the 
ground of sickness though there was no sufficient balance of sick leave to his credit hence, for all the above period his 
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absence was treated as unauthorised and absence without leave hence on loss of pay. With regard to absence on 
17.05.2003 to 14.06.2003, he has not submitted medical certificate from Sevakshetra Hospital, Bangalore and did not 
produce supporting medical bills. 

7. During the enquiry, two Officials were examined. The first witness was the Manager of the U‘ Party workman 
through him the reports about the absence of the workman, leave applications were marked in evidence. He also stated 
that, while the U‘ Party workman was working in the Bank he was frequently taking leave. The second witness was the 
Officer from the Disciplinary Branch and she produced the documents pertaining to the Disciplinary Actions taken 
against the U* Party workman. 

The U‘ Party workman through his Defence Representative cross examined MW-1 but opted not to cross 
examine MW-2. Defence had no rebuttal evidence however, filed his submissions. It was the defence that, the CSE met 
with serious accidents in 1994 and he is under regular medical test and treatment; intake of heavy dose of medicines has 
resulted in side effects causing dramatic injury to head; he could not submit the leave applications immediately due to 
lack of knowledge but submitted the leave applications with relevant medical certificates from whom he has taken 
treatment. 

Through MW-2 it was brought on record that, CSE was instructed to submit Medical Certificate from 
Government / Sevakshetra Hospital, whenever he was on leave on medical ground; but he did not comply the 
instructions of Staff Section (workman) Circle Office, Bangalore while availing subsequent leave on medical ground. 
MW-2 had also produced three absences without leave proceedings / MEX-5 to MEX-7, three charge sheets issued to 
him and the corresponding proceedings on previous occasions as MEX-10 to MEX-15. She had deposed on the basis of 
record that, he remained absent for 1884 days which was treated as AWL besides 524 days of absence with loss of pay. 
She identified MEX-9 communicated to the workman informing him that, during 2002, he remained absent for 272 days 
warranting Disciplinary Action. The evidence of MW-2 was not contradicted by cross examining her. Though, medical 
ground was projected as the reason for his unauthorised absence, the Enquiry Officer inferred that, he has remained 
absent unauthorisedly for more than 1 month amounting to gross misconduct within the meaning of Chapter XI, 
Regulation 3, Clause (r) of Canara Bank Service Code; thus, the charges were held to be proved by the Enquiry Officer. 
The said finding is based on un-contradicted records and cannot be found fault with. Though the workman was 
contending that, he submitted the leave application after the leave period, he does not dispute that he has not furnished 
Medical Certificates from Government / Sevakshetra Hospital as instructed by the Regional Office. Though, personal 
hearing was scheduled on two occasions proposing the punishment of compulsory retirement he failed to attend. Acting 
on the Enquiry report the proposed punishment was confirmed by the Disciplinary Authority. Though, so much was 
projected in the claim statement about the bonafide reasons for the absence, it is not the stage to receive any fresh 
evidence on the charge sheet allegations. There is no gain say to the finding of the Enquiry Officer that, he remained 
unauthorisedly absent for more than one month amounting to misconduct under Chapter XI, Regulation 3, Clause (r) of 
Canara Bank Service Code. 

8. In the year 1993, he was punished with the warning for his unauthorised absence. The second misconduct as 
quoted in the charge sheet was of 2002. Reading in between lines would sound that because of the grievous injury 
suffered in the accident during the year 1994 he had to be under regular medical test and treatment was not the real 
reason for his subsequent absence commencing from the year 2002 onwards. The enquiry report cannot be found fault 
with since it is based on accurate documentary evidence. The punishment order passed acting on the said enquiry report 
is also justified since the workman is compulsorily retired and would have received all the terminal benefits. The claim 
of the 1 Party workman has no merit. 

AWARD 

The reference is rejected. 

(Dictated to o/s Steno, transcribed by her, corrected and signed by me on 02"“* January, 2020) 

Justice Smt. RATNAKALA, Presiding Officer 

Rc-cll, 10 vjpfcT^, 2020 

an. 72 .—afi^lRlcb 1947 (1947 qq 14) q 5 t hm 17 ^ 

tq? ^ qqqqq ^ Tiq^ f^iqWq^t afk qqjqq^ ^ ^ PiRtq afi^lRlcb f^qiq ^ TRqTR 

sfi^jRlcb 3rf£rq5TH/«FfT -qiqieid, qq#7 ^ Wq (Tiq^ TT. 17/2009) q^t qqqftlcl trc?! t ^ ^ 

10.01.2020 q 5 t qpq fsq sq 1 

[TT. qef-1201l/l38/2008-3n^31R (fl-Il)] 
#01 qqqi, STgqiq 
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New Delhi, the 10th January, 2020 

S.O. 72.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 17/2009) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Syndicate Bank and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 10.01.2020. 

[No. L-12011/138/2008-IR(B-II)] 
SEEMA BANSAL, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 02^° JANUARY 2020 

PRESENT : JUSTICE SMT. RATNAKALA, Presiding Officer 

CR 17/2009 

I Party II Party 

The General Secretary, The Dy. General Manager, 

Syndicate Bank Staff Association, Syndicate Bank, 

Ananda Plaza, II Floor, Regional Office, 

Near Ananda Rao Circle, Nodal Industrial Relations Cell, 

Bangalore - 560 009. No.69, 9* Main, 3'“* Block, 

Jayanagar, 

Bangalore - 560 Oil. 

Appearance : 

Authorised Representative for I Party : Mr. A Srinivasa Alse 

Advocate for II Party : Mr. Ramesh Upadhyaya 

AWARD 


The Central Government vide Order No. L-12011/138/2008-IR(B-II) dated 25.03.2009 in exercise of the 
powers conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 
(for brevity ‘the Act’ hereafter) referred the following Industrial Dispute for adjudication. 

“Whether the action of the management of Syndicate Bank, Zonal Office, Bangalore, Karnataka in 
imposing the pnnishment of redncing the basic pay of Shri H R Srirangaiagh, clerk. Syndicate Bank, 
Tnmknr Branch, Tnmknr, Karnataka hy two stages for a period of one year is jnstified and legal? What 
relief the workmen is entitled?” 

1. The U‘ Party Union has espoused the cause of the employee of the 2 "^ Party namely Sh. H.R. Srirangaiah who 
was working as a Clerk at Tnmknr Branch of the 2”“* Party. The workman was issued charge sheet on certain allegations 
and the Departmental Enquiry followed. On conclusion of the Enquiry the Enquiry Officer submitted his Report holding 
that the charges are proved; acting upon the Enquiry Report the Disciplinary Authority imposed the punishment of 
reduction in Basic Pay by one stage for one year on each charge and the punishments were to run separately. 

2. The grievance of the U' Party is, 

that the workman denied the charges in his reply dated 10.06.2003, the allegations were false, the Enquiry Officer 
submitted a perverse finding; he had submitted his submission against the Report of the Enquiry Officer dated 
08.11.2003. He was given personal hearing before passing the punishment order but the proposed punishment was 
confirmed by the proceedings of the Disciplinary Authority dated 10.12.2003; his appeal was rejected vide proceedings 
of the General Manager(P) dated 22.04.2004. The Disciplinary Authority had made an offer to the workman to 
voluntarily admit the guilt and accept certain punishment, to which the workman did not heed. Hence, they issued 
Charge Sheet to him. The Report of the Enquiry Officer is totally biased and he was not given due opportunity for his 
defence during the Enquiry. The Disciplinary Authority and Appellate Authority acted in a mechanical way without 
considering the final and cogent points raised by him. His past records were not considered while passing the final order. 
Hence, the prayer for restoration of increment and other consequential benefits including release of stagnation increment 
which he would have received but for the imposition of punishment. 
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3. The 2"“^ Party in their counter statement justified the action taken against the workman and denied the 
allegations made against the Enquiry proceedings and Enquiry Officer’s Report. 

4. On the rival contentions taken by both the parties touching the procedure of Enquiry, a Preliminary Issue was 
raised, tried and adjudicated holding the Domestic Enquiry held against the workman as fair and proper. 

5. The allegation against the workman in the Charge Sheet dated 04.06.2003 were. 

Firstly, he was entrusted with the Cashier’s duty and was holding single lock keys of cash, before absenting from duties 
w.e.f 30.09.2002 he failed to hand over the keys of the single lock cash box to the Manager by recording in the Key 
Register. He abruptly left the Branch leaving the cash keys in the cash counter without intimating to the Supervisor. 
Thus, committed misconduct of “doing acts prejudicial to the interest of the Bank” vide Clause 5(j) of Bipartite 
Settlement dated 10.04.2002. 

Secondly, he was entrusted with the preparation / submission of half year end returns at the Branch by issuing 
office order dated 22.09.2002. Vide another letter dated 18.09.2002 he was instructed to complete accrued interest of 
VCC on that day itself, to extract balancing of the same. He was also entrusted with preparation of half-year-end returns 
to be completed before 30.09.2002; he was also informed that he was not interested to attend half-year-end work even 
though it was fast approaching. He was advised to co-operate with the Branch Manager to complete the half-year work, 
without giving scope for further action in this regard. Despite the above, he remained absent w.e.f 30.09.2002 on which 
day Balance Sheet was required to be prepared / submitted. In this connection he was issued one more letter dated 
04.10.2002. Still he failed to prepare / comply the half year end returns within stipulated time thus causing avoidable 
inconvenience / embarrassment to the Branch. 

The above acts constitute Gross Misconduct within the meaning of Clause 5 of the Bipartite Settlement dated 
10.04.2002. 

6. In the charge sheet itself the workman was called upon to make voluntary admission of guilt within 10 days for 
which they have proposed lenient punishment of reduction in Basic Pay by one stage for one year, for each of the 
charges and the punishments would run separately. Failure to make voluntary admission within 10 days, the 
Management would conduct Departmental Enquiry, appropriate punishment would be imposed if the charge is proved in 
the Enquiry. The workman opted not to admit the charges. 

7. During the Enquiry the then Manager of the Branch Giriyanahalli, was examined for the 2 "^ Party and was 
thoroughly cross examined and documents MEX-1 to MEX-6 were marked in support of the charges. 

The U‘ Party adduced rebuttal evidence by examining himself and 11 documents were marked on his behalf 

8. With regard to the first charge On analysis of the evidence of both witnesses the Enquiry Officer observes that, 
the CSE was holding the single lock cash keys of the Branch on 28.09.2002; as per MEX-2 (single lock cash book of 
27.09.2002 and 28.09.2002) he handled the cash as cashier on 28.09.2002; 29.09.2002 was Sunday and 30.09.2002 was 
half yearly closing day. MW-1 himself had performed the cash duty on 01.10.2002. It was evident from the statement 
of MW-1 that on 28.09.2002 CSE worked in the Branch upto 2.30p.m, they had checked the single lock and kept the 
cash in the Double lock, around 12.45 p.m or 1.00 p.m. 

The defence was, CSE worked in the Branch from 6.30 to 7.00 pm on 28.09.2002 and had informed the Manger 
about the health condition, he also informed that if fever persists he may not be able to attend the duty on 30.09.2002. 
When he went to hand over the key to the Branch Manager (MW-1) he told that CSE should attend to his duties. 
However, there was no entry in the single lock key register. There was no mention about keeping or leaving single lock 
key and cash cabin key on the table of the Branch Manager and informing MW-1 about the illness of the CSE, in reply 
(MEX-6) submitted by the workman to the letter of the Manager (MEX-3) to the workman dated 04.10.2002. The 
defence had failed to establish the timings of working by the CSE on 28.09.2002 upto 7.pm and about keeping the single 
lock key and cash cabin key in front of the Manager. Thus, the learned Enquiry Officer rejected the whole theory of 
defence that he had been to the Branch Manager’s Cabin on 28.09.2002 at 7.pm and informed the Branch Manger about 
his health condition and his inability to attend the duty on 30.09.2002. It was also noticed from MEX-1 that there was no 
prompt entry about movement of keys as required by the procedure. For that the Enquiry Officer holds the CSE is 
responsible for not following the procedure as set out in MOL It was also noticed that leave was not sanctioned to him 
as on 04.10.2002 and he did not turn up on 01.10.2002. Since, there was no mentioning in MEX-3 regarding non 
handling over of the Cash cabin key. He rejected the story of the defence that CSE kept the single lock cash key and also 
the cabin key on the table of the Branch Manager on 28.09.2002. 

9. As regards to second charge the documentary proofs are, MEX-4 / is the office order issued to the workman 
dated 19.08.2002, MEX-5 / the letter of the office dated 18.09.2002 issued to the CSE, MEX-6 / is the letter dated 
01.10.2002 issued by the Manager to the CSE. The defence was, there was a mutual agreement between the CSE and 
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Mr. Gopal and the CSE orally agreed to prepare the Return IIB, C, D. During his rebuttal evidence CSE had admitted 
that Ret IIB, C, D were all the existing NPA Accounts drawn by him and the finalisation was kept pending, since same 
had to be attended on 30.09.2002. He pointed out that MW-1 had admitted that the CSE had attended certain work 
connected to half yearly work. His wife had cell phoned the Branch in respect of his absence from 30.09.2002 to 
01.10.2002. MW-1 during his cross examination had stated that said information was not conveyed to him. Drawing 
inference from DEX-6 dated 09.10.2002, Enquiry Officer observes that the CSE had not mentioned about informing the 
Branch Manager of his absence through his wife on 30.09.2002. On that the Enquiry Officer puts the onus on the 
workman for not contacting MW-1 over phone either on 30.09.2002 or on 01.10.2002, but chose to inform only on 
03.10.2002. The Enquiry Officer though notices from DEX-1 an admission emerging during the cross examination of 
MW-1 substantial portion of returns was prepared by CSE still filling up of certain columns with figures, totalling of 
certain columns, correction of provision figures were done by Marlur Branch Staff and the returns were finalised. This 
fact was also admitted by CSE during his cross examination. His absence though was subsequently authorised the 
Enquiry Officer draws inference that the inconveniences caused by his unauthorised absence at that particular point of 
time cannot be neutralised. His absence on the day of finalisation of returns without informing the Competent Authority 
led the Enquiry Officer to infer that he has caused avoidable inconvenience / embarrassment to the Branch. 

The defence had raised various contentions that the office order for doing annual returns or quarter end returns 
were not furnished to him, he was not made known about the authorisation of the leave period. The office order vide 
MEX-3 relating to his absence of 20 days since he was not available to the Branch on account of ill health etc. 

But the Enquiry Officer brushed aside such contentions with his observation that he was absent on crucial dates 
when the attention was on half yearly end work, preparation and submission of Balance Sheet and other returns, it was 
within the authority of the Bank Manager to call for explanation and satisfy himself with the explanation given and the 
letters issued to him calling for explanation as per MEX-3 and MEX-6 directly related to the charges. 

10. Contrary to his own defence Party had admitted that MW-1 had cordial relation with him; no office order 
was issued earlier for half-year-end and there was no question of CSE being allotted work irrespective of office order 
(one of the grounds of defence was MW-1 allotted duties irrespective of office orders). Thus the Enquiry Officer 
assessed the evidence filament by filament and concluded that his absence from 30.09.2002 to 01.10.2002 was without 
intimation / prior permission / prior sanction from the Branch Manager that too during the crucial period of half year end 
closing and the Branch was put to inconvenience; they had to get the staff deputed from Marlur Branch to complete half 
year end returns. 

11. The finding of the Enquiry Officer is entirely based on the evidence received during the enquiry and the finding 
is supported by prudent reasoning, the CSE himself submitted his remarks to the Enquiry Report mentioning “Hair 
splitting analysis made by the Enquiry Officer....” 

12. The Disciplinary Authority has accepted the Enquiry Report and imposed punishment which was proposed in 
the charge sheet. The submission made on his behalf during the personal hearing is also considered viz a viz the Enquiry 
Report and the Enquiry Records. The Appellate Authority has also confirmed the punishment after considering the 
submissions of the CSE. 

13. The Enquiry Report is neither perverse nor arbitrary as alleged, every finding is founded on the evidence 
collected during the Enquiry, it is a minor Punishment Order, stoppage of 2 increments for 2 years is temporary, thus 
proportionate to the gravity of the misconduct proved and does not warrant interference under Sec 11 of ‘the Act’. 

AWARD 

The reference is rejected. 

(Dictated to o/s Steno, transcribed by her, corrected and signed by me on 02"“* January, 2020) 


Justice Smt. RATNAKALA, Presiding Officer 
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13 ^R^, 2020 

^. 311 . 73 .—%^^ 'H<+K, TTf^rfl' TIW #fTT 3 TfllPl 4 ^, 1948 (1948 TT 34 ) STITT 91 % HT«T 

Tftn srm 88 tt^ti tt Tuftri ^iT% fTT airtaurfi^ (m^rr) +4^1 R^f ^ 

TTcT^^ITT TtF STfsTf^TH" % WITHT 4 ^ WT TIT# |l ^ W aji^gw % ^nft f# # TTlfN" 4 # 

31#^ ciTiTr[g;T|#i 

2. ^ RlnRlf^d ?T# % 3 I£^#h |, 3T#g:- 

( 1 ) ^ W TTf^rR# % HER afrr TTHTR T?I# fTT ^^rf^nRrff ^ TTOrTT; 

(2) TTf^T# TtF 3Tflrf#rR' % 3 I#h TTTW TTH T1T% t| 4 f#T% % 3Ti#gw ^ITT 4^ ^ % 

TPTTTTT # TlfN- 4 3RT f%TT t{tt aj^TTR % ansriT TT ft4; 

( 3 ) ^TTH 3 T #4 TT aj^TTR, #4 ft" 3 RT TITf#H Wft, #TRT Tff ^IM,T1; 

( 4 ) TtF TTTITT 4 TT t 14 hR TT f 4 #W TH 3 T #4 % 4 tsr 4 f#I% #TR T^ TTTITTTT TtF 3 Tf 4 f#TR- 

% TPTTTTT % 3IS^#t TT (f44 w4 WRT TtF 3T#4 T1^ W |), 44 TT# 4 cTTT 44 
f4^T^ TT# f4^T# TTgcT tRtT # IH 4 Thrift TT^ #fTT (HFTT^) 1950 4 3T#Tr 

ttf 3T#lr 4 44sr 4 #t «ff; 

(5) TtF 3Tflrf#rR- 4t stITT 45 4t TT-STITT (1) 4 aui#! f4rrR' ^TTT f4^ T4t HTHTf^n 
aifsTTr# TT ih 4 ^TTT w f4i4Ti TTftgrr f4TH'TT 4t4 3 e^ tt 14^ f4Ti wm# 4 f4TT- 

(Ti) TTF3T#44f4Tt^344f#TR'4tsriTi44 4tTT'-sriTT(l)4 3F#TTTgcrf44tf4^T4t 

4 Tf4Tr%T f^TRTff TT HETTTT tRtT; 3T«m 

(w) TTT TrnrrgTT f4 ttf 3t# 4 4 f^rg Tf^rrTT aftr R^ Thrift tiw #fTr (hftt^) 
f4f#TR', 1950 4 t w 3 t 4 %t TTrg ttt 4 tt nff; ajw 

(# TTT THirTgrT f 4 arflrgw 4 ajcnfcift 3 it Tft 4 ^ 4 Rtki#t Thrift, RitItm 
?ITT TT# aftr TTg-T^ 4 TTtI tit# 4 ^nTR t 4 T^ I TT Tff; 3 TTn 

(T") TTT TrnTTTTT f4 ffn fg h^itf f4TT tt4 ttf Tunrif 4 44sr 4 ih tt4s 4 4 Tug; 
Tg4 4t 3 t# 4 4 #TrT aiflrf^TR' 4 f44t tt4s4 tt ttttt f4TT ttt tt tt nff- 

(i) gri tt anTm RitItti ttt4 w arfsiRlT^ 4 t44ttt4 4# ^ ^ 

f44 T^ in aTf##!^ 4 tt#ttt 4 anr'?^ thtwi ft; tt 

(ii) 44 gri TT aTTHTi ffftTTT ^ arflrgn f44t Tmnf, yRyn, titI^t tt arFr- 

hR-hR 4 f44t Tf%Tr thtt- tt t4?t t4 ttt tt4 tti# Tig ttt f44t ## 4 
aifsH t 4 f4 Tg; TTf44t 4 RItIth afk 5TTgft 4 4 4414^4%, Tffrt 

afk afFT- TTrifr" IT ffftsm tt apFr arf^Trft 4 ttt^ 4?t t 4 afR #T tt4 4 
3TTTT 4# 4?t tR f44 Tg" anr-^TTi tttR; tt 

(iii) 44 tttittR, yRlan, tttRit tt aEr- tRttt 4 Tig ttt gri tt arrm RitItti, 

tt4 ttRt^ tt #tit, tt f44t ## ajw f44t 44 ## 4t ttt # Rr4 ttf 
ffftSTTl TT aTF^r Trffn, TTt4 tt T-frf#! TITTT TWI ft; TT 

(iv) 44 ttwf 4, yRian, titI^t tt aE^ tRtr4ttttttet f%4t TfRiTT, Tft-TTrt 
TT aTFT- TETTfr" 4t #4# TTET TT T^TTI 4; TT 

(v) TTT RRlffy afFT ^iRf# TT TTRt tRi 
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(6) afrr Rm41+<'J| % #, skr^^ afrr ^^ ^% f^rr ^j^Rd 

■Hi+K % 311%^ ^ || 

[t. T^-38014/08/201 4-M,'HM,'H-1] 

3RT^Tf%W 


New Delhi, the 13th January, 2020 

S.O. 73. —In exercise of the powers conferred by section 88 read with section 91 A of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), the Central Government hereby exempts the regular employees of the IREL (India) 
Limited from the operation of the said Act. The exemption shall remain in force for a period of one year from the date 
of issue of this notification. 

2. The exemption is subject to the following conditions, namely:- 

(1) the establishment shall maintain a register of the employees specifying the names and designations of the 
exempted employees; 

(2) the employees shall continue to receive such benefits under the said Act to which they would have been 
entitled to on the basis of the contribution paid prior to the date from which exemption granted by this 
notification operates; 

(3) the contribution for the exempted period, if already paid, shall not be refundable; 

(4) the employer of the said factory or establishment shall submit in respect of the period during which that 
factory was subject to the operation of the said Act (hereinafter referred as the said period), such returns 
in such forms and containing such particulars as were due from it in respect of the said period under the 
Employees’ State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950; 

(5) any Social Security Officer appointed by the Corporation under sub-section (1) of section 45 of the said 
Act or other official of the Corporation authorised in this behalf by it, shall, for the purpose of— 

(a) verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted under sub-section (1) of section 44 of 
the said Act for the said period; or 

(b) ascertaining whether registers and records were maintained as required by the Employees’ State 
Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 for the said period; or 

(c) ascertaining whether the employees continue to be entitled to benefits provided by the employer 
in cash and kind being benefits in consideration of which exemption is being granted under this 
notification; or 

(d) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the Act had been complied with during the period 
when such provisions were in force in relation to the said factory to be empowered to— 

(i) require the principal or immediate employer to him such information as he may consider 
necessary for the purpose of this Act; or 

(ii) enter at any reasonable time, any factory, establishment, office or other premises occupied 
by such principal or immediate employer at any reasonable time and require any person 
found in charge thereof to produce to such inspector or other official and allow him to 
examine accounts, books and other documents relating to the employment of personal and 
payment of wages or to furnish to him such information as he may consider necessary; or 

(iii) examine the principal or immediate employer, his agent or servant, or any person found in 
such factory, establishment, office or other premises or any person whom the said 
inspector or other official has reasonable cause to believe to have been an employee ; or 

(iv) make copies of or take extracts from any register, account book or other document 
maintained in such factory, establishment, office or other premises; or 

(v) exercise such other powers as may be specified. 
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(6) in case of disinvestment or corporatisation, the exemption granted shall stand cancelled and then the new entity may 
apply to the appropriate Government for exemption. 

[No. S-38014/08/2014-SS-I] 
MADAN CHAURASIA, Under Secy. 


13^R^, 2020 

^.3ir. 74.—%^^ FRTTT TIW fm srfllPldtl, 1948 (1948 TT 34) SHTI 91 

Sim 88 ^TTT sr?Tl TT spftrr ^ % Ddltld +4^1 Rdl ^ tt^R^TTT ^ 

aifsrf^^ % IHHH 4 ^ SKR TIT# |l ^ arfsTgW % ^Tlft f# # TlfN" 4 # 3?#^ cR 

Trr>];T|#i 

2. ^ PlHplf^cl ?T# % 3 IR#h 31#^:- 

(1) ^ W TnfRfM % HER afrr TTHTR T?lf% flT TT Tf^RT TTHTtH; 

(2) T#TTf|- ^ arfsTf^RR % thtj rh T1# tI^ f#T% % W ail^gw ^TTT ^ % 

UTMH # TlfN- 4 3RT f%TT rpr aj^RR % arrSTK RT ^RRR f#; 

(3) ^RR 3Rf^ ^ #RR, R^ff 3RT ^f#HRRTft, #<3141 Rff ^IM,dl; 

(4) RTF RTW# RT R#RR RT RdlxM RR SRfsT % RRST 4 f%R% #TR R^ RTWRT RTF 3Tf##R 
% RRRR % RSR^R RT (f^ RRTT RR% RRTR RTF 3Rf^ rpTT f), RRRf 4 RRT 
f^RRI RT# f%RRft RF^ R^RI # RR% RTfRlft TRR #RT (RTRFR) f^f^RR, 1950 % 3 r4r 
RTF aiRflr % RRST FT #1 #; 

(5) RTF arflrf^RR # Sim 45 # RR-SHTT (1) % atn#! f#R RTTT Rtf FURlPlR 

arfsTTR^ RT RR% RTR W f##R Rff^^ f#TR TT 3TR rtI^ R#RRf % f%TT _ 

(R) RTF3TRi^%f#T^3Tflrf#R#RTR44#RR-mR(1)%3R4TrsrF^f%Fftf%RRft 
FT Rf#F%R f%RRff RT RTRTRR R^HT; RRRT 

(W) RRT TRTTTRT f% RTF 3Rf^ % f%TT <P|fd< affr ftRif RtfRlft TRR #RT (RERFR) 
f#4RR, 1950 # RRT 3 t4%R RRITt RTt % RT Rff; sjrrt 
(R) RRT viRlliRl f% RFT arflrgw % aicPfR ft RT Tft R^ % f#RTTT#R RfRlft, ffRtTFT 
RTTT RR# afk RF^-RR FT RRTT RT# % ^RRR r 4 T^ | RT Rff; RRRT 

(R) RRT RRTTTRT f% f#FI f^ FT^TTF f%Tt R# RT# RTF RTWl# % FIRST FT RR RRRSft % RT>3; 
T^ ff 3TRf# % #FTR srfsrffRR % f#Fft RRRSft RT RTRR f%RT RRT RT RT Rff - 

(i) tjFT RT STTFTRT f#RtTFT RFI# RFT arf^f^RR % RRtRRlf fFft gW ff 3T#^ R# 
f#% R^ RFT 3Tfsr#RFT % RRtRRTf STTR^RR^ FERWI ft; RT 

(ii) f# tjFT RT STTFIRr f#RtTFT RTFT arfsifR ff# RTW#, Rf^RR, RIRIRR RT ar^T 
R^FT# FT f#Fft Rf%R FTRR RF R%R R# RRT RF1% RRT# RTTT RTT f%Fft ^Rf# # 
3T#5H #: f% R^ RTf^RT % f#RtRR sfk RR^ % ^RRTR # FTRf#R #%, RffRI 
afk 31^ RFRTfR IFT f##5TR RT 31^ 3Tf#RT# % FTR^ #T R# 3# RPR RF# f 
3TRRT ## gw RFI% FTRR #T R# f## R^ 3TTR?RR FIR#; RT 

(iii) f# RTW#, R#RR, RIRNtR RT 3TFR R^FTF # rfTTT rptr gvT RT aTTFTRT f#RtTFT, 
RF1% RT #RF:, RT f%Fff ^Rf# 3TRRT ff# f# ^Rf# ft RPR R# f## RTF 
f##5TR RT W RTf#R, R#RT# RTR# RT RRtf#R RTFR TW ft; RT 
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(iv) ^ +K^I^, yRiaH, ^ 31^ TfeR # WtT 7TTT f%# 

^ 3F?r srf^TT^TiTT^t; ^ 

(v) w RRR'y sTF^r ^ ^1 

(6) afrr Pld41+<'J| % #, SKR ^ ^ ^ afrr cr ^ ^ % 

f%TT -Hi+K % 311%^ ^ |i 

[t. T^-38014/13/2013-L!,'HM,'H-l] 

3RT^Tf%^ 

New Delhi, the 13th January, 2020 

S.O. 74. —In exercise of the powers conferred by section 88 read with section 91 A of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), the Central Government hereby exempts the regular employees of the BEML 
Limited from the operation of the said Act. The exemption shall remain in force for a period of one year from the date 
of issue of this notification. 

2. The exemption is subject to the following conditions, namely:- 

(1) the establishment shall maintain a register of the employees specifying the names and designations of the 
exempted employees; 

(2) the employees shall continue to receive such benefits under the said Act to which they would have been 
entitled to on the basis of the contribution paid prior to the date from which exemption granted by this 
notification operates; 

(3) the contribution for the exempted period, if already paid, shall not be refundable; 

(4) the employer of the said factory or establishment shall submit in respect of the period during which that 
factory was subject to the operation of the said Act (hereinafter referred as the said period), such returns 
in such forms and containing such particulars as were due from it in respect of the said period under the 
Employees’ State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950; 

(5) any Social Security Officer appointed by the Corporation under sub-section (1) of section 45 of the said 
Act or other official of the Corporation authorised in this behalf by it, shall, for the purpose of— 

(a) verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted under sub-section (1) of section 44 of 
the said Act for the said period; or 

(b) ascertaining whether registers and records were maintained as required by the Employees’ State 
Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 for the said period; or 

(c) ascertaining whether the employees continue to be entitled to benefits provided by the employer 
in cash and kind being benefits in consideration of which exemption is being granted under this 
notification; or 

(d) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the Act had been complied with during the period 
when such provisions were in force in relation to the said factory to be empowered to— 

(i) require the principal or immediate employer to him such information as he may 
consider necessary for the purpose of this Act; or 

(ii) enter at any reasonable time, any factory, establishment, office or other premises 
occupied by such principal or immediate employer at any reasonable time and require 
any person found in charge thereof to produce to such inspector or other official and 
allow him to examine accounts, books and other documents relating to the employment 
of personal and payment of wages or to furnish to him such information as he may 
consider necessary; or 

(iii) examine the principal or immediate employer, his agent or servant, or any person found 
in such factory, establishment, office or other premises or any person whom the said 
inspector or other official has reasonable cause to believe to have been an employee ; or 
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(iv) make copies of or take extracts from any register, account book or other document 
maintained in such factory, establishment, office or other premises; or 

(v) exercise such other powers as may be specified. 

(6) in case of disinvestment or corporatisation, the exemption granted shall stand cancelled and then the new 
entity may apply to the appropriate Government for exemption. 


[No. S-38014/13/2013-SS-I] 
MAD AN CHAURASIA, Under Secy. 


2020 

^.3ir. 75.—%^^ FRTTT TIW fm srfllPldtl, 1948 (1948 TT 34) SHTT 91 

srm 88 sr^xi fir % PldHId +4^1 Rdl' ^ 

^ aifllRldtl % ^ SKR |l ^ ^ w aifsr^r^ % Rft WlffH 4 ^ 3Rf^ 

2. ^^ % 3jR4Rf I, 

(1) ^ W TTfRfM % HER T5HTR ^?lf% fTT TT RRTTR; 

(2) ^ 3TfllRl4tl % RR % RI aif^gw RTT ^ % 

RRER RftlR 4 R^ 3RT f%TT rpr aj^RR 4 arrSTR RT ^RRR ft4; 

(3) ^ RR 3TRf4 RT R^RR, Rf4 R^ ft" 3RT ^ w ft, vftRRT Rff RTTr; 

(4) RR RTWi 4 R Rf4RR RT Pl4)Thl RR SRfsT 4 44sr 4 f4R4 ^TR R^ RTWRT RR 3Tf4f4RR 
4 RRRR 4 RSRftR RT (f44 RR4 RR4 RRR RR 3TRf4 RRT |), 44 RRRT 4 RRT 44 
f4RRr RRft f4RRft RF^ R^Ri 4t rr4 r4^i4 trr 44tt (rtrtr) f4f4RR, 1950 4 aicnfcr 
RR 3Rflr 4 44sr 4 ^ 4f; 

(5) RR 3Tf£rf4RR 4t Sim 45 4t rr-sttr (l) 4 3 r4r f4RR rtt f4^ 4tt rtrI^r 
arfsTRlft R RR4 RR w f4f4R Rrf4^ f4RR RT 4t4 RR RTf4R f4R RTlRRf 4 f4TT- 

(R) RR3Ri44f4TtRR3Ti4f4RR4tRrR44 4tRR-Sr[TT(1)4 3R4crRF^f44tf4RRft 
4 RfM^R f4RR4 RT RRTR R^HT; RRRI 

(R) RR RnTTTRI f4 RR 3TRf4 4 f4Tt RTT ftRl4 R4Rrft RR 4tRT (FTTRTR) 

f4f4RR, 1950 4t RRT 3T4f4R rrtt rtt 4 ^ trff; rri 

(R) RR RRTTTRT f4 RR arfltgRTT 4 RcnfR ft RT Tft 4^ 4 R^lFlftR RfRlft, ffftRT 
?ITT RRft Rk RF^-RR 4 RRR RTRf 4 ^RRR r 4 | RT Rff; 3TRRT 

(R) RRT RRTkRT f4 f4RI f^ R?TR f4lt Rff Rt 4 RR RTWT4 4 FIRST 4 RR RRRs4 4 RPJ 
4t 3TRf4 4 ^TTR RfsrffRR 4 f4Fff RRRs4 RT RTRR f4RT RRT RT RT Rff- 

(i) ^ RT RTFIR ffRtRT RFt 4 RFT 3Tf4f4RR 4 RRtRRTf 44t 4t 3 t45R r 4 
f44 R^ RFT srfsrffRR 4 RRlRRlf RTR^RR FTRWT ft; RT 

(ii) 44 ^ RT RTFIR ffRtRT RTFT Rfsi^ f44t RTW4, RffRR, RTRIRR RT RR- 
RkFTRT 4 f4Fft Rf%R FTRR RF r4r 4^ RRT RFl4 RRlft RTTT RTT f^Fft 4 
3 t45H r 4 f4 R^ RTf44f 4 ffftRR RtF RR^ 4 ^RRTR 4 FIRf^R 4%, Rf|Rt 

afk RR RRRt4r IFT ffftSIR RT RR Rf^Rfift 4 FTRR 4r r4 RtF RTR Rf4 4 
RRRT 44t gRR RFi4 FTRR 4r r4 f44 R^ RR^RR FIr4; RT 
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(iii) ^ yfclan, ^ stf^t # TTTT ^itt ^ 3TTW 

tt^ Tn ^ f%7ft ^51% 31W ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^STF^T+4^i(] ^twt ft; ^ 

(iv) +K^i^l, yRian, +nI^ 4 ^ar^i t^r# ^Fm, ^f%7ft <Pi'W.<, 

7U 3F?r ^Rr[%^ ^t srf^TT ^rnt ^ 4<4<'J| t; ^ 

(v) w a^JT ^ snftrr ^1 

(6) aftr P|J|41+<'J| % TTR^ #, SKR ^t ^ ^ R^ft ^111,^11 afk cR ^ ^ % f^rr 

'HttRd -Hi+K % 311%^ ^ |l 

[t. T^-38014/12/201 3 -ttr^-1] 

3RT^Tf%^ 


New Delhi, the 13th January, 2020 

S.O. 75.—In exercise of the powers conferred by section 88 read with section 91 A of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), the Central Government hereby exempts the regular employees of the HIL (India) 
Limited from the operation of the said Act. The exemption shall remain in force for a period of one year from the date 
of issue of this notification. 

2. The exemption is subject to the following conditions, namely:- 

(1) the establishment shall maintain a register of the employees specifying the names and designations of 
the exempted employees; 

(2) the employees shall continue to receive such benefits under the said Act to which they would have 
been entitled to on the basis of the contribution paid prior to the date from which exemption granted by 
this notification operates; 

(3) the contribution for the exempted period, if already paid, shall not be refundable; 

(4) the employer of the said factory or establishment shall submit in respect of the period during which 
that factory was subject to the operation of the said Act (hereinafter referred as the said period), such 
returns in such forms and containing such particulars as were due from it in respect of the said period 
under the Employees’ State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950; 

(5) any Social Security Officer appointed by the Corporation under sub-section (1) of section 45 of the 
said Act or other official of the Corporation authorised in this behalf by it, shall, for the purpose of— 

(a) verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted under sub-section (1) of section 44 of 
the said Act for the said period; or 

(b) ascertaining whether registers and records were maintained as required by the Employees’ State 
Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 for the said period; or 

(c) ascertaining whether the employees continue to be entitled to benefits provided by the employer 
in cash and kind being benefits in consideration of which exemption is being granted under this 
notification; or 

(d) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the Act had been complied with during the period 
when such provisions were in force in relation to the said factory to be empowered to— 

(i) require the principal or immediate employer to him such information as he may 
consider necessary for the purpose of this Act; or 

(ii) enter at any reasonable time, any factory, establishment, office or other premises 
occupied by such principal or immediate employer at any reasonable time and require 
any person found in charge thereof to produce to such inspector or other official and 
allow him to examine accounts, books and other documents relating to the employment 
of personal and payment of wages or to furnish to him such information as he may 
consider necessary; or 
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(iii) examine the principal or immediate employer, his agent or servant, or any person found 
in such factory, establishment, office or other premises or any person whom the said 
inspector or other official has reasonable cause to believe to have been an employee ; or 

(iv) make copies of or take extracts from any register, account book or other document 
maintained in such factory, establishment, office or other premises; or 

(v) exercise such other powers as may be specified. 

(6) in case of disinvestment or corporatisation, the exemption granted shall stand cancelled and then the new 
entity may apply to the appropriate Government for exemption. 

[No. S-38014/12/2013-SS-I] 
MAD AN CHAURASIA, Under Secy. 


13^R^, 2020 

^.3ir. 76.—%^^ FRTTT TIW fm arfllPldtl, 1948 (1948 TT 34) Sim 91 

Sim 88 ^TTT sr?Tl TT SUrbr +1^-44, % RdHld 

'+4^iR4'I' ^ ^ srflrl^^ % wutt ^ ^ skr |i ^ ^ 

2. ^^ ?Tcff % siRffH I, afsfRi;:- 

(1) uRiaM ^W'+4^lR4l'%HTR'3frT'J^H|tI ^?lf% fir ct,4^ ^ 

(2) ^ arflrf^^ % 31^ ^ RTJ RH ^ % WUR 

RfN" ^ 3RT f%TT tttt aj^RR % arrsTK TT ftt; 

(3) ^ RH 3Rflr TT 3T?RR, ^ ft" 3RT ^ w ft, vlldMI Hff RT^; 

(4) ^ TTWl^ 4T uRlaM TT Rldlxhl ^ 3Rf^ % ^ST FT f%H% ^TR ^ 'hKGMI ^ arflrf^RR- % 

RRvR % R (f%% IHFT TSTR ^ 3Rf^ ^ TTR I), SRRf FT ^ f^RRT R# 

f%RTft tRr ^ IFI% RffRft TFR #R (FTTRR) 1950 % atcPRl ^ 3Rf^ % ^ST FT 

^«ff; 

(5) ^ 3TfllR|4|ti ^ STITT 45 ^t RT-srm (1) % aiRfcT f^RR -rtt Rtf FIm 1 ^ 1 + gTR arf^Rlft 4T 

IF1% RR w RitfrI f^RR-TT ^ 3TR ^Tlf^ RFtRTf % f%TT- 

(R) RR 3Rflr % f%TT^ aiflrf^RI ^ RR 44 ^t RT-RR (1) % atcRfR’STF^fMt f%RRft FT^f^FTf^R 
f%RRff TT RRRT 3T«TR 

(R) WT FRTTTR f% ^ 3Rflr % f%TT <P|fd< affT ftdrf RifRft RR #R (FTTRR) f%f^RF, 1950 ^t 
^■R RFftT RT % R ^rff; STSTR 

(F") WT v|Fll|,FI f% arflrgRTT % strIr ft R Tft % R^KlftT RfRft, ffftW RR FRft affr 
# SRH Riff % ^RRF | R Fff; RFR 

(R) WT RnTTTR f% ffR R^ItF f%TT R^ R^ RTT RTRRf % FRST FT Rf Rltsft % RP]; F^ ft 3TRf^ % 
^FIR RfsrffRR- % ffft Rltsft RT RRR ffR FR R R Fff- 

(i) ^ R 3TTFTR ffftRT RT% IR srflrffRF % RftRRf f^ft ^RR ft sjfR df ff% IR arflrf^RR % 

WtRRf RIR^RR RFTRR ft; R 

(ii) ^ R RIRR ffftRT RR Slflr^ f%# RTFRif, ufrlaM, RTRIRR R 3TR ffRFt f ffft Rf%R 

RFR FF F%R ft RR RR% RRft RTT RTT ffft R% ^ RfRT ft ff RlfW f ffftRF sftF RR^ 

f ^FRR ^ Rr 1%R f%, RffR sftF RR RR%R IR ffftRR R RR RfsidTft f RRR fR ft sftF RR 
dlFf f RRR fft RR% RRR fR df R^ RIR^RR RF^; R 
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^ yfclan, +141^4 4T 311^ TfeR # TTTT ^rtr tjft ^ 3TTW tt^ ^TT 4T 

tMt" STW fMt ^ ^ ^ ^ 4T 31^ +inT+, +44|(] ^ 

TWT ft; 4T 

■+K<4|Y, yfclaM, +I4t^4 4T 3^4- T^R # ^TITT tut <P|fd<, ^-Rl^ 4T 3?!^ 4RTT%R ^t 
Tf%4t WtT 4T 4<4<'J| t; 4T 

W RPtRy 311^ ^TfrRff ^ SRYrr ^1 

3frT Pl441+<'J| % #, SRR ^t ^ ^ f^TRT R[TT^ 3frT cR Rf ^ % f%Tt 

R5f%^ 'H'l'+K % 311%^ ^ |l 

[t. T^-38014/08/2012-TTRt^-l] 
5R4'4"1<R141, 3TR?:^lf%R 

New Delhi, the 13th January, 2020 

S.O. 76.—In exercise of the powers conferred by section 88 read with section 91 A of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), the Central Government hereby exempts the regular employees of the Hindustan 
Newsprint Limited, Kottayam, Kerala from the operation of the said Act. The exemption shall remain in force for a 
period of one year from the date of issue of this notification. 

2. The exemption is subject to the following conditions, namely:- 

(1) the establishment shall maintain a register of the employees specifying the names and designations of the 
exempted employees; 

(2) the employees shall continue to receive such benefits under the said Act to which they would have been 
entitled to on the basis of the contribution paid prior to the date from which exemption granted by this 
notification operates; 

(3) the contribution for the exempted period, if already paid, shall not be refundable; 

(4) the employer of the said factory or establishment shall submit in respect of the period during which that 
factory was subject to the operation of the said Act (hereinafter referred as the said period), such returns 
in such forms and containing such particulars as were due from it in respect of the said period under the 
Employees’ State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950; 

(5) any Social Security Officer appointed by the Corporation under sub-section (1) of section 45 of the said 
Act or other official of the Corporation authorised in this behalf by it, shall, for the purpose of— 

(a) verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted under sub-section (1) of section 44 of 
the said Act for the said period; or 

(b) ascertaining whether registers and records were maintained as required by the Employees’ State 
Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 for the said period; or 

(c) ascertaining whether the employees continue to be entitled to benefits provided by the employer 
in cash and kind being benefits in consideration of which exemption is being granted under this 
notification; or 

(d) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the Act had been complied with during the period 
when such provisions were in force in relation to the said factory to be empowered to— 

(i) require the principal or immediate employer to him such information as he may 
consider necessary for the purpose of this Act; or 

(ii) enter at any reasonable time, any factory, establishment, office or other premises 
occupied by such principal or immediate employer at any reasonable time and require 
any person found in charge thereof to produce to such inspector or other official and 
allow him to examine accounts, books and other documents relating to the employment 
of personal and payment of wages or to furnish to him such information as he may 
consider necessary; or 


(iii) 

(iv) 

(V) 

( 6 ) 
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(iii) examine the principal or immediate employer, his agent or servant, or any person found 
in such factory, establishment, office or other premises or any person whom the said 
inspector or other official has reasonable cause to believe to have been an employee ; or 

(iv) make copies of or take extracts from any register, account book or other document 
maintained in such factory, establishment, office or other premises; or 

(v) exercise such other powers as may be specified. 

(6) in case of disinvestment or corporatisation, the exemption granted shall stand cancelled and then the new 
entity may apply to the appropriate Government for exemption. 

lNo.S-38014/08/2012-SS-I] 
MAD AN CHAURASIA, Under Secy. 


13^R^, 2020 

77.—%^^ 'H'l'hK TIW fm sifllPliifr, 1948 (1948 TT 34) SHTT 91 

STITT 88 ^TTT Tl^ TT TUTbr T1T% fTT % Ddftld 

^ TTcT^^TTT TtF STfsrf^^ % IHMH ^ ^ TT?R |l ^ ^ W 3Tfsl'!^'4Hl % ^Tlft 
TTlftll ^ ^ 3T^ cl^ ^ t|^I 

2. ^^ ?T^% srsT-ffH 

(1) yfrl9M ^Trra''+4^lR4'l' %HTfT3frT Icum ^ 4Hll<t||; 

(2) ttf srfsiRldti % arfN' ^ ttt^ ttht tit% T|tr ^ % 

TTTffll ^ 3T^ f%TT tpr 3t?T?R % STTSTIT TT ftcT; 

(3) ^ TTHT 3TTf& TT aj^T^R, ^ ft" 3TR ^ Wft, vlldMI Hff 

(4) TtF 4T yRiUM TT f^ftTFT TFT 3T^ % FltST FT f%FI% ^TR ^ +KGMI TtF arfslRldtl 

% TPRTR % arST-tftT «TT (f^ IFTFI TFI% WR TtF 3T^ ^ rpTf |), TRRf FT TT«TT 
f%^TW Rvft f%^Ttft TIT^ tRr ^ TFI% +4^10 TTR #41 (4141-4) f4Rl44, 1950 % ajinfcT 
TtF 3T#sr % FRST 4 #T «ff; 

(5) TtF 3Tfsrf#TFT ^t STTTT 45 4t RT-STTTT (1) % ajinfcT f^RT ^TTT #tt FimiPl'h 
arfsr^T# R 14% ^TTT w f414TT 4T1^^ f^RT 44 #4 3TR 4414r f^TT WtRff % Ritt- 

(41) TR 3T4fsr%f%Tt^ 3rf%f4RT%t STITT 44 %tT4-SrfTT(1)% 3T#4 4T^f%Fft f%4T4t 
% Tf%T%4 f^RTTf 44 FTRIRT 4%R; 3T44T 

(W) 44T 4411(41 f% TR 3T4f% % f%Tt Tf%TTT aftT R44% 44410 TTR #R (4141-4) 

f%f4RT, 1950 %t 444 3T%f%4 4RTt rt ^ ^ trff; 3T44T 
(4) 44T v|4ll(4l f% TFT arfsTgw % 3t4%4 ft R Tft 4^ % f%4TTT#4 444l0, ffftW 

RTT 441# aftr 4T5-RT % 44 tT R# % ^414R 4% T^ | R 4ff; 3T4R 
(4) 4R VI4I1I.4I f% f%H FT^TTF f%TT R% 4T% TtF 44TI4T% % FRST % RT RRSft % 

T^ %t 3T4f% % #TR arfsrffRT % f%Fft RRSft 44 4TTR f%R RTT R R 4ff- 

(i) ^ R aiTFITr [441 Thl TFT% TFT 3TfslRl44 % RTtRTT# %# gW %t 3T%5TT 4% 
f%% 4^ TFT arfsrffRT % TRtRTT# 3TT4?441 FT4TRT ft; R 

(ii) 4% ^ R anFTTT [441 ThI RTT arfsifT f%F# 4KG|4, uRiyH, 44RrRT R SIR 
iRfi O % f%Fft Tf%cT FTFR 4T 4%?T 4% 4R TF1% TTR# 4TTT RT f%Fft Rf% % 

3T%R 4% f% 4^ 4ir4%[ % f%4tRT sflT 4^1^ % ^RTR % FrI^cT %%, 4ffR 





II—3(ii)] 


Wr^T : 18, 2020/Tff^ 28, 1941 


191 


afk SF^T 4fdl^^ w ^ 31^ ^ afk ^ ^ % 

3T«m ^ gw ^51 ^ ^ ^rfT%; m 

(iii) ^ +K<di^, yfclan, +nI^4 m 3F?r Tft^ # TTg ^tit ijgr ^ anw f^ftw, 

tt^ ^ 7U f%# s?rf^ 3TW f%# ^ ^ w 

^sTF^r+4 ^i(] ttr^^^ wr tw ft; ^ 

(iv) yRian, +nI^ 4 ^ar^r t^r# wtt tut 
7U sTF^r wT%^ ^t srf^ WTT Tu 44<'J| t; ^ 

(v) w RPir?y afF^r ^ snftrr ^i 

(6) aftr P|J|41'+<'J| % #, srw ^t ^ ^ f^w ^rrft ^rng^t aftr ^ ^rf ^ % f^rr 

'HgRd 'H'l'+K % 311%^ ^ || 

[t. tt^- 380 14/05/2014-TTRt^-l] 
WH"1<R141, 3T^^lf%W 


New Delhi, the 13th January, 2020 

S.O. 77.—In exercise of the powers conferred by section 88 read with section 91 A of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), the Central Government hereby exempts the regular employees of the Indian 
Farmers Fertiliser Cooperative Limited from the operation of the said Act. The exemption shall remain in force for a 
period of one year from the date of issue of this notification. 

2. The exemption is subject to the following conditions, namely:- 

(1) the establishment shall maintain a register of the employees specifying the names and designations of the 
exempted employees; 

(2) the employees shall continue to receive such benefits under the said Act to which they would have been 
entitled to on the basis of the contribution paid prior to the date from which exemption granted by this 
notification operates; 

(3) the contribution for the exempted period, if already paid, shall not be refundable; 

(4) the employer of the said factory or establishment shall submit in respect of the period during which that 
factory was subject to the operation of the said Act (hereinafter referred as the said period), such returns 
in such forms and containing such particulars as were due from it in respect of the said period under the 
Employees’ State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950; 

(5) any Social Security Officer appointed by the Corporation under sub-section (1) of section 45 of the said 
Act or other official of the Corporation authorised in this behalf by it, shall, for the purpose of— 

(a) verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted under sub-section (1) of section 44 of 
the said Act for the said period; or 

(b) ascertaining whether registers and records were maintained as required by the Employees’ State 
Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 for the said period; or 

(c) ascertaining whether the employees continue to be entitled to benefits provided by the employer 
in cash and kind being benefits in consideration of which exemption is being granted under this 
notification; or 

(d) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the Act had been complied with during the period 
when such provisions were in force in relation to the said factory to be empowered to— 

(i) require the principal or immediate employer to him such information as he may 
consider necessary for the purpose of this Act; or 

(ii) enter at any reasonable time, any factory, establishment, office or other premises 
occupied by such principal or immediate employer at any reasonable time and require 
any person found in charge thereof to produce to such inspector or other official and 
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allow him to examine accounts, books and other documents relating to the employment 
of personal and payment of wages or to furnish to him such information as he may 
consider necessary; or 

(iii) examine the principal or immediate employer, his agent or servant, or any person found 
in such factory, establishment, office or other premises or any person whom the said 
inspector or other official has reasonable cause to believe to have been an employee ; or 

(iv) make copies of or take extracts from any register, account book or other document 
maintained in such factory, establishment, office or other premises; or 

(v) exercise such other powers as may be specified. 

(6) in case of disinvestment or corporatisation, the exemption granted shall stand cancelled and then the new 
entity may apply to the appropriate Government for exemption. 

[No. S-38014/05/2014-SS-I] 
MAD AN CHAURASIA, Under Secy. 


13^R^, 2020 

^.3ir. 78.—%^^ FRTTT TIW fm 1948 (1948 TT 34) STITT 91 

STITT 88 ^TTT TT?tT ?Tf%14l' TT TuftT" TIT^ % Rdf+ld +4^1 Rdf ^ 

TTcT?^TTT TtF 3Tflrf4^% UdHH 4^ WTTIT^|l ^^ % ^Tlft ff4^ cTlfN" 4^ 

3TTf^ cf^^T|4tl 

2. ^^ RlnRif^d ?TTff % 314^!;:- 

(1) TTf^HR^ W % HTH afrr T5HTH^?Tf%flT TT tRtTTT 

(2) +4dl'0 TtF 3TfllR|44 % 3 i4Rt TTT^ THTT T1T% t| 4 % w slfllt^-dHl ^TTT HsJT ^ % 

ydMH TTEfN" 4 3RT f%TT tut 3j?T?R % STTSTIT TT ft%; 

(3) ^THTT 3TTf& 4T 3T?T?R, ^ ff 3RT TITWft, vlldMI Hff 

(4) TtF 4T uRfaH TT Rdlrhl TFT 31^ % FltST 4 f%FT% TKGMI TTF 3TfllRld4 

% TPTTTET % 3jS4-ftT «TT (Rr% THTT TF1% TSTTT TtF 3T^ ^ rpTl |), WTf 4 TTTT 
f%^TW TTFft RdFijfl TTT^ tRhT ^ TF1% +4^10 TT^ 4RtT (FTTHT^) f4Rld4, 1950 % 3^1% 
TtF 3t^ % FitsT 4 ^ 

(5) TtF 3Tflrf4^ ^t STITT 45 ^t TT-SHTT (1) % 3tcr4cT f^rTR ^TTT T^tf FimiPl'h 
3TfsTTTft 4T TFT% ^TTT TFT [4(4x1 TTlf^^ f^rUT TT 4tt 3pRr 4Tf4n f4n Udl'ddf % Rttt- 

(Tl) TTF3T^%f4rTTTTF3Tfllf4d4 ^t STTG 44 ^t TT'-SHTT (1) % 3tcrifcT TTF^ (Mt 

4 Tf4FT%cr f4TT4f TT FTFTTTT tRht; 3Tsm 

(W) TTT vlfillifil f% TxF 3Rf4 4 f^TT tRtFTT 3frT TT^TTft TIW 4 RtT (FTTHT^) 

f4f4d4, 1950 4t W 3 t 4^1^F1K TTEt TTt 4 4T Hff; 3Tsm 

(T") TTT vlfillifil [% TFT 3TlTrgW 4 3^1% ft ^ Tft 4^ 4 14 t1F|44t t4tiR, ffftTFT 
?TTT HTlft 3frT TT^-T^ 4 TTTxT FTlff 4 t 4 T^ | 4T Hff; 3Tsm 

(T") TFTT WUUTU f% fRg- FT^TTF f4TT ^ TT4 TtF TKgR 4 FRST 4 TH TT4s 4 4 FTT^ 
T^ 4t 31^(4 4 ^TTT 3114f4d4 4 f4Fft TT4 s 4 TT TTTTT f44T W 4T 4T Hff- 
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(i) ^ ^ 3TTW f^ftw ^ gw 31^511 ^ 

f^ ^ W aiflrf^^ % ^nflws? 3TR?^ ^TflW ft; ^ 

(ii) ggr ^ anw f^^ftw wi aiflrgi^ f%# +k<^i^, yRian, +Mt^4 ^ ar^i 

TfWd # fMt T?: sr%?T ^ w srmft Tig ^nr 5?Tf^ ^ 

31^517 ^ f% ^ % Pi41^h 3fk TT^rgft % gwR" ^ trI^ct ^ffR 

afk aiR WT%R w fMsRi R aiR arf^^rift % TTR"^ ^ afk w ^ % 

3TW f^ft gw ^71% TRSl ^ ^ 3TR?^ w ^-, R 

(iii) +K^i^, yfclaM, +nI^4 r 3tr t^r # Tig Rt g?r ^ f^ftw, 

^71% 7u 71^, in f%# 37W f%7ft r 1% ^t w ^ w 

f^sT^R3TR +inT+, ^^«ftf%cr WRTwft; r 

(iv) yRian, +nI^4 r 3TRTfeR# wg rt fMt Tf^w:, 

R w" WT%R ^t Tif^ wg R 4<g<'J| t; R 

(v) w RPlRy aiR ^ TRgr ^1 

(6) aftr f^rpftwT % #, 7W ^t ^ ^ f^W RT^ft ^Tngft aftr cR ^ ^ % f%g 

'HgRd TWR % 311 %^ ^ || 


[71. g7i-38014/03/2014-g7rg7i-i] 

WH1<R141, 3RT7lf%W 


New Delhi, the 13th January, 2020 

S.O. 78. —In exercise of the powers conferred by section 88 read with section 91 A of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), the Central Government hereby exempts the regular employees of the Krishak Bharti 
Cooperative Limited from the operation of the said Act. The exemption shall remain in force for a period of one year 
from the date of issue of this notification. 

2. The exemption is subject to the following conditions, namely:- 

(1) the establishment shall maintain a register of the employees specifying the names and designations of the 
exempted employees; 

(2) the employees shall continue to receive such benefits under the said Act to which they would have been 
entitled to on the basis of the contribution paid prior to the date from which exemption granted by this 
notification operates; 

(3) the contribution for the exempted period, if already paid, shall not be refundable; 

(4) the employer of the said factory or establishment shall submit in respect of the period during which that 
factory was subject to the operation of the said Act (hereinafter referred as the said period), such returns 
in such forms and containing such particulars as were due from it in respect of the said period under the 
Employees’ State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950; 

(5) any Social Security Officer appointed by the Corporation under sub-section (1) of section 45 of the said 
Act or other official of the Corporation authorised in this behalf by it, shall, for the purpose of— 

(a) verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted under sub-section (1) of section 44 of 
the said Act for the said period; or 

(b) ascertaining whether registers and records were maintained as required by the Employees’ State 
Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 for the said period; or 

(c) ascertaining whether the employees continue to be entitled to benefits provided by the employer 
in cash and kind being benefits in consideration of which exemption is being granted under this 
notification; or 
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(d) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the Act had been complied with during the period 

when such provisions were in force in relation to the said factory to be empowered to— 

(i) require the principal or immediate employer to him such information as he may 
consider necessary for the purpose of this Act; or 

(ii) enter at any reasonable time, any factory, establishment, office or other premises 
occupied by such principal or immediate employer at any reasonable time and require 
any person found in charge thereof to produce to such inspector or other official and 
allow him to examine accounts, books and other documents relating to the employment 
of personal and payment of wages or to furnish to him such information as he may 
consider necessary; or 

(iii) examine the principal or immediate employer, his agent or servant, or any person found 
in such factory, establishment, office or other premises or any person whom the said 
inspector or other official has reasonable cause to believe to have been an employee ; or 

(iv) make copies of or take extracts from any register, account book or other document 
maintained in such factory, establishment, office or other premises; or 

(v) exercise such other powers as may be specified. 

(6) in case of disinvestment or corporatisation, the exemption granted shall stand cancelled and then the new 
entity may apply to the appropriate Government for exemption. 

[F. No. S-38014/03/2014-SS-I] 
MAD AN CHAURASIA, Under Secy. 


13^R^, 2020 

79.—%^^ HTTTT TIW fm sjfllPldrt, 1948 (1948 TT 34) SHTl 91 

STITT 88 ^TTT TT^tT TT TUTbr T1T% fir % Rdf^ld +4^1 Rdl 

^ttcr^tttttf srfsrf^^%^ TiTcft |i ^^ % ^rrft ^ 

3Rf&TRTTr^T|4tl 

2. ^^ ?Tcff % arsT-ffH3 t«tRi;:- 

(1) ^ W TrtfRfM % HER TRTR flT qnfRRtff qr tRtTTT sHltit||; 

(2) ttf srfliRidrt % 3Tf[H 44 tttr rtr tit4 t| 4 % w srf^^r^Tr ^ttt ^ % 

TPRTTTR RlfN" 4 R^ 3TRT f%TT tytt aj^TRR 4 STTSTIT RT ft4; 

(3) ^RIR 3TRf4 RT R^TRR, Rf4 R^ft" 3TR q^TRRT ft, v|1dMI Rff 

(4) RTF RmRl4 RT Rf4RR RT P|41 tFI RR aiRfsT 4 RRST 4 14^4 ^TTR R^ RKGMl RTF aif^f^RR 
4 RRTTTR 4 RSRftR RT (f44 RTl4 RR4 RRTTTT RTF 3TRf4 R^ RRT |), 44 RRRT 4 RRT 44 
f4RTR RTTft f4RT4t RF^ R^RT 4t RTt 4 R4rtl4 TT^ 4tRT (RIRkd) f4f4RR, 1950 4 ajcnfR 
RTF RRfsr 4 RRST 4 ^ 4f; 

(5) RTF 3Tflrf4RR 4t STTTT 45 4t RR-STTTT (1) 4 3tTl4R f4RR ^TTT f4^ Rtf RlRlPlR 
RfsTRTft RT RR4 ^TTT W f414TT Rrl4^ f4RR RT Rtf RTf4R f4Fr RRTRRf 4 f4TT- 

(R) RTF 3TRf4 4 f4Tt^3Tflrf4RR4t STITT 44 4t RR-STTTT (1) 4 3tTl4RRF^f44tf4RTRft 
4 RfM^TT f4RT4f RT RTRTRR R^RT; RRRT 

(W) RRT viqitiqi f4 RTF RRf^ 4 f4Tt Tf^TRT RTT f^RT^ RfRTft TTW 4tRT (FUrtUd) 
f4f4RR, 1 950 4t RRT 3T4f4TT RRTTt RTt 4 rj Rff; RRRT 
(R) RRT viqitiqi f4 RTT aiflrgw 4 RcnfR ft RT Tft 4^ 4 RrtKlftR RfRlft, ffRtTFT 
^TTT RRft aftr RT^-RR 4 RRR RTRf 4 ^RRR r4 T^ | RT Rff; RRRT 
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(^) w mm: f%TT ^ ^ ^ +K^i^) % ^ST # m ^wsff % 

3Rf^ % ^TFl aiflrf^^ % fMt ^wsff ^ TT^ W «TT ^ ^- 

(i) ^ ^ anw Pi41tM w 3Tf£lf^4^ % ^ gw ^ 

^ W arfsrf^^ % ^nflws? aiR?^ ^Tfiw ft; m 

(ii) ggr ^ anw R^Itm wt aiflrgi^ f%# yfclan, +141^4 4 t aii^ 

hR-hO' # fMt T?: sr%?T ^ w srmft tttt mr o?Tf%T ^ 

ai^sn ^ f% ^ % Rl4l^H afk ^rargft % gWR ^ R%, ^f|Rl 

afk arR WT%R w 4T aiR arf^^rift % ^ afk w ^ % 

arw gw ^ ^ aiR?^ w^-, 4t 

(iii) +K^l^, yfclaM, +141^4 4T aiR tRrT # TITT RT 5jgr 4T aiRRl R|41 tM, 

tt^ 7U g^, 7U f%# 31W f%# r 1% ^t w ^ w 

f^5R4T aiR +inT+, +44|(] W^^TWft; 4T 

(iv) +K<4I^, yRiaH, +141^4 4T aiR tRrT # WTT RT 
7U 3rR WT%R ^t srf^ WTT 4T 4<4<'J| t; 4T 

(v) W RRlRy arR m srRt ^i 

(6) aftr Rl441+<'J| % #, W^T ^t ^ ^ f^W TTT^t ^Tirgift afk ^ ^ ^ % f^rr 

■HgRld 'H<+K % aTT%^ ^ |l 

[t. T^-38014/01/2016-M,'HM.'H-l] 
WT4l<Rl4l, aT^^lf%W 

New Delhi, the 13th January, 2020 

S.O. 79.—In exercise of the powers conferred by section 88 read with section 91 A of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), the Central Government hereby exempts the regular employees of the ONGC 
Mangalore Petrochemicals Limited from the operation of the said Act. The exemption shall remain in force for a 
period of one year from the date of issue of this notification. 

2. The exemption is subject to the following conditions, namely:- 

(1) the establishment shall maintain a register of the employees specifying the names and designations of the 
exempted employees; 

(2) the employees shall continue to receive such benefits under the said Act to which they would have been 
entitled to on the basis of the contribution paid prior to the date from which exemption granted by this 
notification operates; 

(3) the contribution for the exempted period, if already paid, shall not be refundable; 

(4) the employer of the said factory or establishment shall submit in respect of the period during which that 
factory was subject to the operation of the said Act (hereinafter referred as the said period), such returns 
in such forms and containing such particulars as were due from it in respect of the said period under the 
Employees’ State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950; 

(5) any Social Security Officer appointed by the Corporation under sub-section (1) of section 45 of the said 
Act or other official of the Corporation authorised in this behalf by it, shall, for the purpose of— 

(a) verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted under sub-section (1) of section 44 of 
the said Act for the said period; or 

(b) ascertaining whether registers and records were maintained as required by the Employees’ State 
Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 for the said period; or 
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(c) ascertaining whether the employees continue to be entitled to benefits provided by the employer 
in cash and kind being benefits in consideration of which exemption is being granted under this 
notification; or 

(d) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the Act had been complied with during the period 
when such provisions were in force in relation to the said factory to be empowered to— 

(i) require the principal or immediate employer to him such information as he may 
consider necessary for the purpose of this Act; or 

(ii) enter at any reasonable time, any factory, establishment, office or other premises 
occupied by such principal or immediate employer at any reasonable time and require 
any person found in charge thereof to produce to such inspector or other official and 
allow him to examine accounts, books and other documents relating to the employment 
of personal and payment of wages or to furnish to him such information as he may 
consider necessary; or 

(iii) examine the principal or immediate employer, his agent or servant, or any person found 
in such factory, establishment, office or other premises or any person whom the said 
inspector or other official has reasonable cause to believe to have been an employee ; or 

(iv) make copies of or take extracts from any register, account book or other document 
maintained in such factory, establishment, office or other premises; or 

(v) exercise such other powers as may be specified. 

(6) in case of disinvestment or corporatisation, the exemption granted shall stand cancelled and then the new 
entity may apply to the appropriate Government for exemption. 

[No. S-38014/01/2016-SS-I] 
MAD AN CHAURASIA, Under Secy. 

13 2020 

80.—%^^ 'H'l'hK TIW fm 1948 (1948 TT 34) STITT 91 

Tftn STITT 88 ^TTT TT?tT ^if^Rl- TT TuftT" ftr +4^1 Rdl' 

^ TTcR^TTT TtF 3Tflrf4^ % yrtHH 4 ^ WT TR# |l ^ ^ W arfsl'i^rtHI % Rift fl4 TTlfN" 4 ^ 

STTf^ cRITTr^T|tft| 

2. ^^ ?Tcff % ststRi;:- 

(1) TTf^HR^ WTrtfRrRrl'% HER T5HTR^?lf%fTTTrtfRrRrf TT Tf%TTT 4HlM,t|l; 

(2) TTfRTft TtF srfslRldtl % 3 t4Rt TTR TIT% T|tr % w srfsl'f^rtHI ^ITT HsJT ^ % 

yrtHH ^ cfifN" 4 3T^ f%TT tttt 3T?T?R % STTSTIT TT fit; 

(3) ^ TTR 3TTft TT t^T^R, ^ ft 3T?T TR W ft, v|1dMI Hft RTT^; 

(4) ttf Tmnt TT yltan tt ftRlw tr strIst % erst t f%R% ^tr +kgmi ttf arfsiPldfi 
% TIRTTR % RSRttR «TT (ftt IRTT RSTR TtF ST^fll ^ ttTT f), ft wtl t cTRT ft 
ftRTR Rltt ft^rtt Ttnr tt wt +4^1(1 TTR ttn (RTRTR) ftftRR, 1950 t tcltcT 
TtF 3TRflr t ttST t ^ tt; 

(5) TtF srflrftRR tt STITT 45 tt TT-STITT (1) t aicltcr ftTR ^TTT ft^ ttf 'HRlPl'h ^RT 

Rfsrrrft R IR% ^TTT w ftItR ftRR TT ttf 3TR TTTitRI ftR TlttRRf % ftrr- 


(TI) TTF3TRlttftTT^3TitftRRtt STITT 44 ttRT-SrTTT(1)t3TcntrTrT^ftttftRTtt 
t TfMtcI TT RRTRT TtnT; RW 
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(la") w f% ^ 31^ % f%TT afrr +4^i'0 tiw #fTT 

1950 W 31^%^ WtT 7TTT ^ ^ ^rff; 3TW 

(^) w f% w 3Tflrgw % 31^1% fr ^ Tft- 51^ % R^ki^ +4^i(], R^Itm 

^RT 3fk # SRR ^ | ^ 3TW 

(^) W f% ^^IrfT f%TT rR ^ +K<^R % ^ST # ^ ^WSff % ROJ 

3Rf^ % ^TR 3TflrR^ % fMt ^WSff ^ TTTR' W «TT ^ ^- 

(i) ^ ^ 3TrfRr R41 tM w 3TfliR4^ % spfRms? ^ gw 3^-^ ^ 
Rr% ^ w 3TflrR^ % ^nflws? 3 tr?^ ritw ft; ^ 

(ii) ggr ^ 3TrfRr RRtm ^ 3Tflrgicr f%7ft wwiR, yRan, ^ 3 r^ 

hR-hO' # fMt ^f%cr RfR T?: srt^T ^ w srmft tot ^nr o?Tf%T ^ 
31^517 ^ f% ^ '+int+l' % RR^H 3fk % gWR" ^ TrI^cI R%, 

afk 3TR WT%R ^ fRftSRi R 3TR 3Tf^^Tift % TTR"^ ^ 3fk W ^ % 

3TW f^ft gw ^71% TRsi ^ Rr% ^ 3 tr?r^ w ^-, r 

(iii) +k^R, yRan, wRrt m 3tr tRtr # tht rt ^jgr r 3Tr?Rr R41 tm, 
^71% tt^ 7u g^, in f%# 3?!% 3 tw f%7ft Rf%T ^t w ^ Rr% w 
fRftsRR 3rR +iR'+, +4^i(] wR^^«ftf%cr wrtw ft; r 

(iv) +k^R, yRan, wRrtr 3rR tRtr# wttrttRrr, 

R w" wtRr ^ stR^t wtt r %; r 

(v) w RRRy 3rR ^rfriRt ^trRt ^i 

(6) RRR^t 3frT Rj|41+<'j| % TTTfiR #, 7w ^t ^ ^ Rw rtR RnRt aftr tr Rf ^ % 

Rnt -HgRid twr%3tR^^| i 

[R. T^-38014/02/20 IS-TTR^-l (tR)] 
wrRlrfRRi, sRTTifRw 


New Delhi, the 13th January, 2020 

S.O. 80.—In exercise of the powers conferred by section 88 read with section 91 A of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), the Central Government hereby exempts the regular employees of the Rashtriya 
Chemicals and Fertilizer Limited (Trombay and Thai nnits) from the operation of the said Act. The exemption shall 
remain in force for a period of one year from the date of issue of this notification. 

2. The exemption is subject to the following conditions, namely:- 

(1) the establishment shall maintain a register of the employees specifying the names and designations of 
the exempted employees; 

(2) the employees shall continue to receive such benefits under the said Act to which they would have 
been entitled to on the basis of the contribution paid prior to the date from which exemption granted by 
this notification operates; 

(3) the contribution for the exempted period, if already paid, shall not be refundable; 

(4) the employer of the said factory or establishment shall submit in respect of the period during which 
that factory was subject to the operation of the said Act (hereinafter referred as the said period), such 
returns in such forms and containing such particulars as were due from it in respect of the said period 
under the Employees’ State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950; 
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(5) any Social Security Officer appointed by the Corporation under sub-section (1) of section 45 of the 
said Act or other official of the Corporation authorised in this behalf by it, shall, for the purpose of— 

(a) verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted under sub-section (1) of section 44 
of the said Act for the said period; or 

(b) ascertaining whether registers and records were maintained as required by the Employees’ 
State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 for the said period; or 

(c) ascertaining whether the employees continue to be entitled to benefits provided by the 
employer in cash and kind being benefits in consideration of which exemption is being 
granted under this notification; or 

(d) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the Act had been complied with during the 
period when such provisions were in force in relation to the said factory to be empowered 
to— 

(i) require the principal or immediate employer to him such information as he may 
consider necessary for the purpose of this Act; or 

(ii) enter at any reasonable time, any factory, establishment, office or other premises 
occupied by such principal or immediate employer at any reasonable time and 
require any person found in charge thereof to produce to such inspector or other 
official and allow him to examine accounts, books and other documents relating to 
the employment of personal and payment of wages or to furnish to him such 
information as he may consider necessary; or 

(iii) examine the principal or immediate employer, his agent or servant, or any person 
found in such factory, establishment, office or other premises or any person whom 
the said inspector or other official has reasonable cause to believe to have been an 
employee ; or 

(iv) make copies of or take extracts from any register, account book or other document 
maintained in such factory, establishment, office or other premises; or 

(v) exercise such other powers as may be specified. 

(6) in case of disinvestment or corporatisation, the exemption granted shall stand cancelled and then the new 
entity may apply to the appropriate Government for exemption. 

[No. S-38014/02/2013-SS-I(pt)] 
MAD AN CHAURASIA, Under Secy. 

13 2020 

81FRTTT TIW fm 1948 (1948 TT 34) STITT 91 

TftrT STITT 88 ^TTT TT?tT TT TuftT" T1T% fir TF3T%^ ^ % Ddf+ld +4^1 Rdf dR 

ttcr^tttttf srfsrf^^% wittt4^tt?r TiTcff |i ^^ % ^nftff4crifN" 4^ 

3TTf^ cT^TTTiJTl^tl 

2. ^^ RlnRif^d ?TTff % 3 i&it4Rt 

(1) yRlyM ^TTra'+4dlRd'f %HTfT3frT TdHm qq 

(2) ttt^ thtt tit% t|4 Rf# % w ^ttt 4^ ^ % 

UdMH ^ cTEfN" 4 31^ tut 3t?T?R % STTSTIT TT 

(3) ^THTT 3TTf4 TT aj^T^R, ^ ff TITf^TT Wft, v|1dMl nff 

(4) ttf tttwi4 4t uRfyn tt Rdlrhi th % 4tsr 4 tkgmi ttf arfliRldti 

% TPTTTfrT % 31S^4 Rt «TT (f44 w4 TSTTT TtF 3T^ rpiT |), 44 wR 4 TTTT 44 
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WT# ^ +4^l0 TIW #fTT ('Hmk4) RPl4^, 1950 % aicnfcl 

^ 3T^ % ^ST # ^ «ff; 

(5) ^ arflrf^^ ^ srm 45 ^-srm (1) % st^nfci 'HmiPi+ 

(^) ^3T^%f%TT^3Tf|)Pl^^ ^tmTT44^t^-SnTT(1)%3FnfcrSF^fMi'R4<'Jn 

# 4p^f^cl ^ 3TW 

(If) W wmrm f% ^ 31^ % f%TT <P|fd< afrr ftfTlf f^flfr TIW #fTT ('Hmk4) 

1950 W 3T^%f fTlTT ^ ^ ^ Fff; 3TW 

(f) W ^4IM.4I f% w aiflrgw % atcfifcr fr ^ ffr 51^ % +4^i(], f^ftw 

^RT fflf) afk ^ 14T fff; STW 

(^) W ^4IM,4I f% f%TT ^ ^ ^ ffWF^ % ^ST # ^Wsff % Rl^ 

3Rrf^ % ^TTf aiflrf^^ % fMt ^WSff ff TFTf f%4T W 4T 4T fff- 

(i) ^ fT STFIR f^ftW W 3TfllPl4^ % SpftRfTS? ^ gw 31^511 

f%% W 3Tflrf^^ % fflWS? 3TR?^ RfTW ft; 4T 

(ii) ggr fT 3TFRr D^Itm wt 3Tflrgif f%# fnw^, ff%w, +mI^ 4 fi 3rF^ 
iR-hO' # fMt RfR fT sr%?T fR w srmft tttt ^nr o^rf^r R 
31^517 fR f% fint+t % fRfRrf 3fk TRigft % gwf R RRfRf R%, fffft 
afk 31^ 4fdl^4 w fRRtSlfi 4T 3R^ 3Tf^^^ % rr-^ R?T fR 3fk RPf f^R R 
3TW RRt gw Rfsi R?t fR fRR 3 tr?^ w ^-, 4t 

(iii) RR ffwiR, srfRw, wRpi 4T 3Rf tRr?: R Tig fg ggr 4T 3TFFr fRRtw, 

gR^ fT 4T fRRt ^4% 31-w fRRt RR ^ 4 % Rt w fR fRR w 

fRftsifi4T 3rF?r fifRcb, fnf^rft wR44f-RtlRf 4wr tw ft; 4 t 

(iv) RR 44 wrR, ffRw, 4 i 4 t ^4 4 t 3^4- 4R4R R wg 4 g fRRt ffRw:, fft-ifiR 
7U 3F4 wtR^i ^ sriRri wg 4t R; 4t 

(v) 4-44 fRfRff^ 3 F 4 ^TfRRt 44 4RR4 4R1 

(6) fRfRR^T 3fg: Ri4Rl4<'Ji R wR R, 4W Rt 4R ^ fRw ^iRt ^rrgRt 3fk 44" 4R f44t ^ R fRg 
4gf%4 44444 R 444 3T1R44 414 44Rt |i 

[R. g4-380l 4/12/2014-g4g4-i] 

444Rr4fR4T, 3144 4f%4' 

New Delhi, the 13th January, 2020 

S.O. 81. —In exercise of the powers conferred by section 88 read with section 91 A of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), the Central Government hereby exempts the regular employees of the Rourkela Steel 
Plant of SAIL from the operation of the said Act. The exemption shall remain in force for a period of one year from the 
date of issue of this notification. 

2. The exemption is subject to the following conditions, namely:- 
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(1) the establishment shall maintain a register of the employees specifying the names and designations of the 
exempted employees; 

(2) the employees shall continue to receive such benefits under the said Act to which they would have been 
entitled to on the basis of the contribution paid prior to the date from which exemption granted by this 
notification operates; 

(3) the contribution for the exempted period, if already paid, shall not be refundable; 

(4) the employer of the said factory or establishment shall submit in respect of the period during which that 
factory was subject to the operation of the said Act (hereinafter referred as the said period), such returns 
in such forms and containing such particulars as were due from it in respect of the said period under the 
Employees’ State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950; 

(5) any Social Security Officer appointed by the Corporation under sub-section (1) of section 45 of the said 
Act or other official of the Corporation authorised in this behalf by it, shall, for the purpose of— 

(a) verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted under sub-section (1) of section 44 of 
the said Act for the said period; or 

(b) ascertaining whether registers and records were maintained as required by the Employees’ State 
Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 for the said period; or 

(c) ascertaining whether the employees continue to be entitled to benefits provided by the employer 
in cash and kind being benefits in consideration of which exemption is being granted under this 
notification; or 

(d) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the Act had been complied with during the period 
when such provisions were in force in relation to the said factory to be empowered to— 

(i) require the principal or immediate employer to him such information as he may 
consider necessary for the purpose of this Act; or 

(ii) enter at any reasonable time, any factory, establishment, office or other premises 
occupied by such principal or immediate employer at any reasonable time and require 
any person found in charge thereof to produce to such inspector or other official and 
allow him to examine accounts, books and other documents relating to the employment 
of personal and payment of wages or to furnish to him such information as he may 
consider necessary; or 

(iii) examine the principal or immediate employer, his agent or servant, or any person found 
in such factory, establishment, office or other premises or any person whom the said 
inspector or other official has reasonable cause to believe to have been an employee ; or 

(iv) make copies of or take extracts from any register, account book or other document 
maintained in such factory, establishment, office or other premises; or 

(v) exercise such other powers as may be specified. 

(6) in case of disinvestment or corporatisation, the exemption granted shall stand cancelled and then the new 
entity may apply to the appropriate Government for exemption. 


[No. S-38014/12/2014-SS-I] 
MAD AN CHAURASIA, Under Secy. 
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^ f^, 2020 

sir. 82.—3fl^lRl+ 3Tfl)Pl4^, 1947 (1947 ^ 14) STITT 17 % sr^WT # ^TT^ 

TRTT^T 4TT^?TT 3TRT % TRSTTN" % ^1^ Pl4l^'+f afTr +4 '+k 1' % fN" ST^tST # 3fl^lRi + 

'H<+K 3fl^lRl+ aif^^TTW JT^ «rfT -4MH4-2, ^iw 21/2015) ^ 

McblRld^lTTft't^^^^^'H<+K^ 13.01.2020 ^TTITT ^311 STTI 


[t. T^-30012/13/2015-3Trt3TR (i^)] 

ft". %. 3RT ^Tf%W 


New Delhi, the 13th January, 2020 

S.O. 82.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 21/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court-2, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Prakash Construction and other and their workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 13.01.2020. 


[No. L-30012/13/2015-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 
Present: Sh. A. K. Singh, Presiding Officer 


ID No.21/2015 


Registered on:-18.05.2015 

Santosh Kumar Mishra S/o Raj Kumar Mishra, H.No.l705, 

New Housing Board Colony, Haryana. .. .Workman 

Versus 

1. M/s. Prakash Construction, House No. 1069-P, 

Sector 13-17, HUD A, Panipat, Haryana. 


2. M/s. Harman Engineering, Virk Nagar, Shodapur, 

Panipat, Haryana. ...Respondents/Managements 

AWARD 

Passed on:-02.12.2019 


Central Government vide Notification No. L-30012/13/2015-IR(M) Dated 29.04.2015, under clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(hereinafter called the Act), has 
referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:- 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s Prakash Construction in terminating the services of 
Sh. Santosh Kumar Mishra S/o Sh. Raj Kumar Mishra w.e.f. 05.03.2014 is justified? If not, what relief 
the workman is entitled to and from which date?” 

1. Both the parties were put to notice and claimant Santosh Kumar Mishra filed his statement of claim with the 

averment that he was engaged as Helper in Mechanical Department of M/s Harman Engineering, contractor of Panipat 
Refinery from 04.09.2009 and his services were terminated on 04.03.2014 without any notice without any payment of 
compensation. The workman was rendering his service @ Rs.200/- per day. The workman had completed more than 240 
days of service in each calendar year but he was terminated without any enquiry and payment of gratuity, bonus, home 
rent, leave encashment etc. which is payable by the management. The workman has moved an application before the 
conciliation officer on 13.03.2014 but respondent/management refused genuine request of the workman resulting this 
reference by the appropriate government. Claimant has his gate pass and service rendered and overtime documents for 
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the services rendered to manager M/s. Harman Engineering Panipat Refinery. Prayer has been made for legal remedies 
available with the Tribunal. 

2. Respondent no.l M/s. Prakash Construction has not filed any written statement. 

3. Respondent no.2 Harman Engineering has filed its reply, alleging that claimant was an unskilled worker, who 
was given first assignment in October 2009. In the year 2009-2010 he had worked only for 16 days, in 2010-2011 for 
129 day, in 2011-2012 for 54 days, in 2012-2013 for 40 days and in 2013-2014 he had worked for 150 days. It is further 
alleged that management has never retrenched the claimant and he has left the services out of his own free will in 
February 2014. The engagement of workman was absolutely temporary and he was retained by the proprietorship 
concerned M/s Harman Engineers on assignment to assignment basis depending upon the quantum of work allotted by 
the principal employer Panipat Refinery. The workman was never an employee of Panipat Refinery. The present 
litigation is an abuse of process of Court and the workman is not entitled for any relief and reference is liable to be 
dismissed. 

4. In support of his case, workman appeared in the witness-box and tendered his evidence by way of affidavit. 
However, the management of M/s. Harman Engineering has not led any evidence and was proceeded ex parte on 
13.11.2019. 

5. I have heard Sh. S.R. Kajla, learned counsel of workman and have gone through the records carefully. 

6. There is no dispute about the preposition of law that onus to prove that claimant was in the employment of 
management is always on the workman/claimant and it is for the workman to adduce evidence to prove factum of his 
employment with the management. Such evidence may be in form of receipt of salary or wages for 240 days or record of 
his/her appointment or engagement for that year to show that he has worked with the employer for 240 days or more in a 
calendar year. In this regard, reference may be made to the case of Batala Coop. Sugar Mills Ltd. Vs. Sowaran Singh, 
(2005) 8 Supreme Court Cases 481 as well as Director Fisheries Terminated Division Vs. Bhikubhai Meghajibhai 
Gavda (2012) 1 see 47. 

7. There is hardly any dispute with the preposition of law as propounded in the aforesaid case. However, the 
factual scenario in the present case is bit different, inasmuch as the management in its written statement has clearly 
admitted the factum of employment of the claimant inasmuch as it has been stated that the workman was engaged by 
M/s. Harman Engineering in the month of September 2009 and he worked upto March 2014. As such, it clearly 
establishes relationship of employer-employee between the management and claimant. In this regard, reference can be 
made to the decision in the case of Devinder Sinsh Vs. Municipal Council, Sanaur, AIR 2011 Supreme Court 2532, 
wherein the Hon’ble Apex Court while interpreting the provisions of Section 2(S) of the Act which deals with the 
definition of “workman” has observed as under :- 

“The source of employment, the quantum of recruitment, the terms & conditions of employment/ contract of 
service, the quantum of wages/pay and mode ofpayment are not at all relevant for deciding whether or not a 
person is a workman within the meaning of Section 2(s) of the Act. The definition of workman also does not 
make any distinction between full time and part time employee or a person appointed on contract basis. 
There is nothing in the plain language of Section 2(s) from which it can be inferred that only person 
employed on regular basis or a person employed for doing whole time job is a workman and the one 
employed on temporary, part time or contract basis on fixed wages or as a casual employee or for doing duty 
for fixed hours is not a workman. ” 

It is clear from the perusal of aforesaid observations that even if a person is engaged on temporary, part-time or 
contract basis or for doing any other kind of work and is duly paid wages for the said work, in that eventuality such a 
person would be covered by the definition of “workman” as provided in Section 2(S) of the Act. In these circumstances, 
it stands proved that there existed relationship of employer-employee between the parties. 

8. Equally settled is the position of law that when relationship of employer-employee stands proved between the 
parties, then onus will shift upon the employer/management to show that the claimant has not worked for 240 days or 
more in a calendar year or that the services of the claimant was terminated in accordance with the provisions of the Act. 
It is a specific case of the workman/claimant that he was engaged as helper in Mechanical Department of M/s Harman 
Engineer Works, who is a contractor of Panipat Refinery on daily wage basis from 04.09.2009 and he worked as such till 
04.03.2014 when his services were illegally terminated. He in fact had completed more than 240 days of service in each 
calendar year and no notice period was given to him prior to his termination of services by the management. The 
affidavit filed by the claimant/workman is in the line of the averment made in the claim petition. He has also filed on 
record the copies of extract of attendance as Annexure W-1, copy of training card inside the refinery for daily work as 
Annexure W-2, copy of letter of Harman Engineers in and out work as Annexure W-3, copy of medical treatment 
regarding bum injury during discharging his duties inside the refinery as Annexure W-4 and W-5.1 may mention that the 
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management has not adduced any evidence and stated with respect to the facts mentioned in the written statement. The 
evidences which are on record is a proof that workman has worked with Harman Engineer as is alleged in the claim 
petition. 

9. Contrary to this, management M/s Harman Engineers has alleged in its written statement that workman had 
worked only for 150 days from the October 2009 to the year 2014. As per the averments made in the written statement, 
workman had himself left the job and his services were not terminated/retrenched by the management of M/s Harman 
Engineers. But management has not filed any evidence in the form of attendance register or muster-roll or evidence 
regarding payment that he had only worked for 150 days throughout the span of service from 2009 to 2014 as is alleged 
in the written statement of the management. There is nothing on record to prove that if the workman has left his job at his 
own whether management had tried to get him back by issuing any letter, notice etc. to prove his version regarding the 
job left by the workman. In view of this, as discussed above, the contention of the workman that the workman did not 
work for 240 days does not hold ground. 

10. Now the vital question arises for consideration is whether termination of the claimant/workman from his 
services by the management w.e.f 04.03.2014 is in accordance with law? It is neither the case of the management that 
any notice or compensation in lieu of notice period was given to the claimant prior to termination of his services w.e.f 
04.03.2014, nor any such evidence has been led on record by the management. It is reiterated that the management did 
not examin any witness to rebut the case of the claimant. In these circumstances, this Tribunal has no hesitation to hold 
that the services of the claimant were terminated by the management w.e.f 04.03.2014 in violation of the provisions of 
Section 25-F of the Act. 

11. There is long line of decisions of Hon’ble Apex Court as well as of various High Courts that provisions of 
Section 25-F of the Act are mandatory in nature and termination of the workman from services in derogation of the 
provisions of Section 25-F of the Act will render action of the management to be illegal and void under the law. 

12. Since there is no evidence on record that any valid notice was issued by the management to the workman at the 
time of termination or in lieu of such notice any compensation was paid to him as such, action of the management in 
terminating the services of the workman is held to be illegal and void. Now the residual question is whether the 
claimant/workman is entitled to any incidental relief of payment of back wages and/or reinstatement of service with full 
back wages. It is proved on record that claimant was continuously in the employment of the management from 
September 2009 to March 2014 though on daily wage basis. There is no show cause notice or memo issued to the 
claimant/workman by the management. Moreover, the job of the workman is of perennial and regular nature. The 
Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of “Deepali Gundu Surwase Vs. Kranti Junior Adhyapak Mahavidvalava” reported as 
(2013) 10 see 324 has held as under: 

“The propositions which can be culled out from the aforementioned judgments are: 

“i) In cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and back wages is the 
normal rule. 

ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of getting back 
wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the adjudicating authority or the 
Court of first instance that he was not gainfully employed or was employed on lesser wages. If the 
employer wants to avoid payment of full back wages, then I has to plead and also lead cogent evidence to 
prove that the workman wads gainfully employed and was getting wages equal to the wages he wads 
drawing prior to the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law that the burden of proof of 
the existence of a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive averments about its existence. It 
is always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact Therefore, once the employee shows 
that he was not employed, the onus lies on the employer to specifically plead and prove that the employee 
was gainfully employed and was getting the same or substantially similar emoluments. ” 

13. The Hon’ble Apex Court also held that different expressions are used for describing the consequence of 
termination of a workman’s service/employment/engagement by way of retrenchment without complying with the 
mandate of Section 25-F of the Act. Sometimes it has been termed as ab initio void, sometimes as illegal per se, 
sometime as nullity and sometimes as non est. Leaving aside the legal semantics, we have no hesitation to hold that 
termination of service of an employee by way of retrenchment without complying with the requirement of giving one 
month’s notice or pay in lieu thereof and compensation in terms of Section 25-F (a) and (b) has the effect of rendering 
the action of the employer and nullity and the employee is entitled to continue in employment as if his service was not 
terminated. (Anoop Sharma Vs. Executive Engineer, Public Health Division No.l Panipat (2010) 5 SCC 497). 

14. Hon’ble Apex Court in the case General Manaser, Haryana Roadways Vs. Rudan Sinsh, reported as 2005 
SCC (L & S) 716 observed as under:- 
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“There is no rule of thumb that in every case where the Industrial Tribunal gives a finding that the termination 
of service was in violation of Section 25-F of the Act, entire back wages should be awarded. A host offactors 
like the manner and method of selection and appointment i.e. whether after proper advertisement of the vacancy 
or inviting applications from the employment exchange, nature of appointment namely, whether ad hoc, short 
term, daily wage, temporary or permanent in character, any special qualification required for the job and the 
like should be weighed and balanced in taking a decision regarding award of back wages. One of the 
important factors which has to be taken into consideration is the length of service, which the workman had 
rendered with the employer. If the workman has rendered a considerable period of service and his services 
are wrongfully terminated, he may be awarded full or partial back wages keeping in view the fact that at this 
age and the qualification possessed by him he may not be in a position to get another employment However, 
where the total length of service rendered by a workman is very small, the award of back wages for the 
complete period i.e. from the date of termination till the date of the award, which our experience shows is 
often quite large, would be wholly inappropriate. A regular service of permanent character cannot be 
compared to short or intermittent daily wage employment though it may be for 240 days in a calendar year. ’’ 

15. The Hon’ble Apex Court while considering the violation of Section 25-F of the Act in Incharge Officer & Anr. 
V. Shankar Shetty, (2010) 9 SCC 126: 2010 LLR 1137 and after referring to the various decisions, held that the relief by 
way of back wages is not automatic and compensation instead of reinstatement has been held to meet the ends of justice 
and it was observed as under:- 

“2. Should an order of reinstatement automatically follow in a case where the engagement of a daily wager 
has been brought to end in violation of Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, I947(for short “the ID 
Act”)? The course of the decisions of this Court in recent years has been uniform on the above question. 

3. In Jagbir Singh V. Haryana State Agriculture Mktg. Board, (2009) 15 SCC 327, delivering the judgment 
of this Court, one of the us (R.M. Lodha, J.) noticed some of the recent decisions of this Court, namely, U.P. 
State Brassware Corpn. Ltd. V. Uday Narain Pandey, (2006) I SCC 479; Uttaranchal Forest Development 
Corpn. V. M.C. Joshi, (2007) 9 SCC 353; State of M.P. v. Lalit Kumar Verma, (2007) I SCC 575; M.P. 
Admn. V. Tribhuban, (2007) 9 SCC 748; Sita Ram v. Moti Lai Nehru Farmers Training Institute, (2008)5 
SCC 75; Jaipur Development Authority v. Ramsahai, (2006) II SCC 684; GDA v. Ashok Kumar, (2008) 4 
SCC 261 and Mahboob Deepak v. Nagar Panchayat, Gajraula, (2008) I SCC 575 and stated as follows: 
(Jagbir Singh case (2009) II SCC 327, SCCpp. 330 & 335, paras 7 & 14) 

“7. It is true that the earlier view of this Court articulated in many decisions reflected the legal position that 
if the termination of an employee was found to be illegal, the relief of reinstatement with full back-wages 
would ordinarily follow. However, in recent past, there has been a shift in the legal position and in a long 
line of cases, this Court has consistently taken the view that relief by way of reinstatement with back-wages is 
not automatic and may be wholly inappropriate in a given fact situation even though the termination of an 
employee is in contravention of the prescribed procedure. Compensation instead of reinstatement has been 
held to meet the ends of justice. 

14. It would be, thus, seen that by a catena of decisions in recent time, this Court has clearly laid down that 
an order of retrenchment passed in violation of Section 25F although may be set aside but an award of 
reinstatement should not, however, be automatically passed. ” 

16. Yet, in another latest case, the Hon’ble Apex Court in District Development Officer Vs. Suresh 2018 LLR 225 
awarded lump sum compensation of Rs.2.50 lac in lieu of reinstatement with back wages where the workman was daily 
wager and have served the management only for two and half years in the case in hand. 

17. Having regard to the legal position as discussed above, this Tribunal is of the opinion that the workman was 
continuously in the employment of management from 04.09.2009 to 04.03.2014 this Tribunal is of the firm view that the 
claimant herein is entitled for compensation of Rs.3,50,000/- and in case, this amount is not paid within one month from 
the date of publication of the award, the workman shall be entitled to the said amount with 6% interest from the date of 
notification till realisation. 


A. K. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 13th January, 2020 

S.O. 83. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947)] the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 16/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court-2, New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Life Insurance Corporation of India and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 13.01.2020. 


[No. L-17012/136/2014-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT No. 2: NEW DELHI 
PRESENT : SMT. PRANITA MOHANTY, Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court-II, 

New Delhi 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE No. 16/2015 


Date of Passing Award : 20th December. 2019 

Shri Balam Singh Bisht, 

s/o. Shri Nathu Singh Bisht, 

r/o. 19, Hydel Colony, Near Circuit House, 

Bareilly (UP). .. .Workman/Claimant 

Versus 

1. Divisional Manager, 

Life Insurance Corporation of India, 

Divisional Office, 

Jeevan Prakash, Deen Dayal Puram, 

Bareilly, U.P. -243122. 

2. Zonal Manager, 

Zonal Office, 

Life Insurance Corporation of India, 

Kanpur 208002. 

3. CMD, 

Central Office, 

Life Insurance Corporation of India, 

Yogkshem Jivan Bima Marg, 

Mumbai, Maharashtra 400001. ... Managements 

Appearances 


Shri V. S. Baghel 
None 


For the Workman 
For the Managements 
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AWARD 

This Award shall decide a reference which was made to this Tribunal by the Ministry of Labour, Government 
of India vide letter No.L-17012/136/2014-IR(M) dated 05.12.2014 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 
(2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short “the Acf’) for adjudication of an industrial dispute, 
terms of which are as under: 

‘Whether the workman has been denied the benefits of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 ? Whether he had earned right of absorption having been engaged for a considerable period of time 
even though on temporary/daily wages? If so, what benefit he should be provided by the management of Life 
Insurance Corporation of India, Divisional Office, Bareilly?’ 

2. Notices were issued to both parties. The claimant/ workman filed statement of claim with the averments inter- 
alia that he was appointed in the year 2003 in the office of Management No.l as class IV employee on temporary basis. 
He rendered his services to the entire satisfaction of the Management. Since temporary workers has been working for 
last several years, they demanded regularization of their services but the Management paid no heed to their request. 
Then, they moved Hon’ble High Court of Allahabad vide W.P. No.53095/2011 for regularization of their services and 
the Hon’ble High Court vide its order dated 14/9/2011 directed the Management to consider their case. Despite that, the 
claimant/workman was not regularized rather his services were abruptly and illegally terminated without any rhyme or 
reason w.e.f 9/5/2012. It is pleaded that the workman/claimant had rendered continuous service for more than 240 days 
in a calendar year. While terminating the services of the workman concerned, no notice or pay in lieu thereof or 
compensation was paid to the claimant/workman and thus, the management violated the provisions of Section 25-F of 
the Act. He sent a demand notice dated 25/11/2013 for his reinstatement into service but the management sent an absurd 
response vide letter dated 6/12/2013 stating that the Hon’ble High Court had not directed to regularize the services but to 
consider the representation. He has prayed for reinstatement into service with back wages and all consequential benefits. 

3. Management of Life Insurance Corporation filed its written statement, submitting that the workman was never 
appointed by Management No.l. Denying that the workman was appointed in the year 2003 in the office of Management 
No.l as class employee on temporary basis or that he worked for 240 days in any calendar year in the Management of 
Lie or that the Management violatged the provisions of Act, it has been alleged that the workman was engaged dne to 
exigencies and seasonal fluctuation of work intermittently as and when required in the office of Management/s on purely 
daily wage basis as per policy of the Management Corporation. It has been denied that the case of workman falls within 
the ambit of abrupt termination or retrenchment under the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. The workman had not 
worked for more than five years which was necessary eligibility criteria for qualifying the written examination as 
contained in the order of Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal No.953-968 of 2005. The workman was not having 
requisite qualification for appointment in view of the approved scheme of criterion for working in LIC for more than 
five years. Prayer has been made for rejection of the claim petition. 

4. The claimant filed rejoinder to the written statement of Management whereby he reiterated his own case as set 
up in the claim petition and denied the allegations of the Management. 

5. On the pleadings of the parties, following issues were framed by the learned Predecessor of this Tribunal on 
30/11/2015 and claimant/workman was directed to lead his evidence :- 

(1) Whether the workman has been denied the benefits of the provisions of Setion 25-F of ID Act, 1947 ? If so, 
its effect ? 

(2) Whether he had earned right of absorption having been engaged for a considerable period of time even 
though on temporary/daily wages ? If so, its effect ? 

(3) To what benefits the workman to be provided by the management of LIC of India, Divisional Office ? 

6. In order to prove his case, the workman himself entered the witness box as WWl. He tendered his evidence by 
way of affidavit Ex.WWl/A and placed reliance on the documents Ex.WWl/1 to Ex.WWl/13. On the other hand, the 
Management examined Shri SBL Hans, Faculty Member as MWl who also tendered his evidence by way of affidavit 
Ex.MWl/A and relied on the documents Ex.MW 1/1 to Ex.MWl/3 & Ex.WWl/M-1. 

7. Arguments were advanced by Shri V.S.Baghel, A/R of the workman/claimant, as none appeared on behalf of 
the Management to address arguments. Records perused. Findings on above issues are as follows. 

Issue No.l to 3 

8. All these issues are taken up together and they can be disposed of conveniently by common discussion. 

9. According to the case of the workman/claimant, after having been appointed in the year 2003 in the office of 
Management as class IV employee on temporary basis, he worked till 8/5/2012 but instead of regularizing his services. 
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the Management abruptly and illegally terminated his services without any rhyme or reason w.e.f. 9/5/2012. He 
claimed to have rendered continuous service for more than 240 days in a calendar year and that while terminating his 
services by the Management, no notice or pay in lieu thereof or compensation was paid to him and thus, the 
management violated the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act and did not regularize his services despite his eligibility. 
On the contrary, stand taken by the Management is that the workman/claimant was engaged due to exigencies and 
seasonal fluctuation of work intermittently as and when required in the office of Management/s on purely daily wage 
basis as per policy of the Management Corporation. The workman had not worked for more than five years and as such 
he was not having requisite qualification for appointment in view of the approved scheme of LIC. The case of the 
workman does not fall within the ambit of abrupt termination or retrenchment under the provisions of Section 25-F of 
the Act. 

10. In order to decide the question of relationship of employer and employee between the Management and the 
claimant herein and the issue whether the workman/claimant worked under the Management for a period of 240 days in 
a calendar year as provided under Section 25-B of the Act for attracting the conditions precedent to retrenchment of 
workman as provided under Section 25-F of the Act, this Tribunal has to consider the oral as well as documentary 
evidence adduced on record. In this respect, it is appropriate to refer to the affidavit ExWWl/A of the claimant. It is 
clear from the perusal of the affidavit Ex.WWl/A that it is in consonance with the pleadings i.e. statement of claim filed 
by the claimant. The claimant has filed on record copy of the letter dated 25/2/2003 (Ex.WWl/A) issued by Manager 
(Personnel), LIC, Bareilly, calling him for interview for the post of Temporary Sub-staff (Peon); copy of offer/letter of 
appointment dated 7/6/2003 (Ex.WWl/2) which shows that he was appointed in the office of Management no.l on 
temporary basis for 85 days. Ex.WWl/3 is the copy of the copy of office note of LIC, Bareilly Division (dated 
21/11/2006) regarding payment of honorarium to the members of invigilation team (which also included the name of 
claimant B.Bisht, as daily wager) for conducting written test in respect of 2"“* batch of Urban Career Agents 2006-2007. 
Document Ex.WWl/4 is the copy of order datede 14/9/2011 passed by Hon’ble High Court of Allahabad in Writ A 
No.53095 of 2011, whereas Ex.WWl/5 is the copy of demand notice; Ex.WWl/6 is the copy of claim which the 
workman had filed before the Conciliation Officer, Dehradun & its reply by the Management is Ex.WWl/7; Ex.WWl/8 
and Ex. WW1/11 (colly) are the copies of vouchers/receipts of payments to the workman at different points of time. 
Document Ex.WWl/2 is the copy of undated certificate showing as the workman/claimant had been working as daily 
wager in the office of LIC, Bareilly. 

The claimant has been cross examined and in his cross examination, he has deposed that he was paid wages on 
the basis of days he worked. He was appointed temporarily as class IV employee. He denied the suggestion that he had 
not completed five years continuous service due to which he was not regularized. He also admitted that he had not 
participated in the examination. 

11. Although the affidavit Ex.MWl/A filed by MWl SBL Hans is in conformity with the averments made in the 
written statement, however this witness of the Management showed his ignorance if the workman/claimant of this 
proceeding had joined as a temporary employee in the DTC department of divisional office of LIC, Bareilly. He 
admitted that the workman/claimant worked in the DTC department of LIC, Bareilly Division during August, 2003 to 
2008 but with intermittent break. He conceded that in the year 2011 the claimant/workman alongwith others had 
preferred a Writ before Hon’ble High Court claiming for regularization of their service and the Hon’ble High Court had 
directed the Management to consider their case according to rules. 

12. Copy of the order dated 14/9/2011 of the Hon’ble High Court of Allahabad passed in Writ-A No. 53095 of 2011 
has been filed on record as Ex.WWl/4, perusal of which shows that case of the petitioners including the workman herein 
was that they fulfill the eligibility requirements as mentioned in the notification dated 20/5/2011 issued by LIC but they 
were permitted to appear at the examination, whereas stand of the Management was that the writ petitioners had not 
worked continuously for five years which was a condition necessary for appearing at the examination and in such a 
situation, the Management of LIC was directed to consider the grievance/representation of the petitioners and to render 
an appropriate reasoned decision thereon expeditiously, preferably within four weeks. 

13. It clearly emerges from the pleadings as well as evidence of the parties as discussed hereinabove that the 
workman/claimant was engaged by the Management - may be on daily wage/temporary basis and he worked under the 
Management during August, 2003 to 2008 but with intermittent break.. Needless to mention that casual/part time 
workers do come within the purview of definition of workman as provided under Section 2(S) of the Act. In this regard, 
reference can be made to the decision in the case of Devinder Sinsh Vs. Municipal Council. Sanaur, AIR 2011 Supreme 
Courtt 2532, wherein the Hon’ble Apex Court while interpreting the provisions of Section 2(S) of the Act which deals 
with the definition of “workman” has observed as under : - 

“The source of employment, the quantum of recruitment, the terms & conditions of employment/ contract of 

service, the quantum of wages/ pay and mode ofpayment are not at all relevant for deciding whether or not a 
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person is a workman within the meaning of Section 2(s) of the Act. The definition of workman also does not 
make any distinction between full time and part time employee or a person appointed on contract basis. There 
is nothing in the plain language of Section 2(s) from which it can be inferred that only person employed on 
regular basis or a person employed for doing whole time job is a workman and the one employed on temporary, 
part time or contract basis on fixed wages or as a casual employee or for doing duty for fixed hours is not a 
workman.” 

It is clear from the perusal of aforesaid observations that even if a person is engaged on temporary, part time or 
contract basis or for doing any other kind of work and is duly paid wages for the said work, in that eventuality such a 
person would be covered by the definition of “workman” as provided in Section 2(S) of the Act. 

14. It is fairly settled that when relationship of employer-employee stands proved between the parties, then onus 
will shift upon the employer/management to show that the claimant has not worked for 240 days or more in a calendar 
year. The management has not produced on record any documentary evidence to rebut the version of the claimant that 
he continuously worked in the Management from 2009 till 8/5/2012 when his services were illegally and abruptly 
terminated w.e.f 9/5/2012. From the order (Ex.WWl/2) of the Hon’ble High Court of Allahabad, stand taken by the 
Management was that the writ petitioners (inclusive of the claimant/workman) had not worked continuously for five 
years which was a condition necessary for appearing at the examination. It was not the stand of the Management that the 
workman/claimant had not even completed 240 days in a calendar year. Documents relied upon by the Management are 
not of much help to the case of the Management, in asmuch as document Ex.MWl/1 (Mark-A) is the copy of the order 
passed by Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal No.953-968 of 2005, directing the Management to hold written 
examination for all those temporary employees who were working in LIC for more than five years and who possessed 
minimum eligible qualification, as per scheme formulated by LIC, for their absorption/regularization; document 
Ex.MWl/2 (Mark-B) is the copy of circular, inviting applications from all eligible temporary employees in class IV 
cadre and document Ex.WWl/M-1 is the copy of letter dated 13/10/2011 whereby the workman was intimated that his 
representation was considered & not accepted as he had not rendered five years’ service under the Management as on 
18/1/2011. From these documents it can be simply inferred that representation of the workman was rejected as he not 
completed five years service under the Management as on 18/1/2011 but these documents also substantiate the claim of 
the workman that he had been working under the Management and that is why he had given representation for 
regularization and same was not accepted by the Management. 

15. As discussed above, in the case in hand engagement of the claimant on temporary/casual basis, for doing 
intermittent nature of work of housekeeping/cleaning, stands proved. The Management has not filed any document in 
the form of abstract of attendance of claimant or other such workers so as to show that claimant has not completed 240 
days in a calendar year prior the date of his alleged illegal termination from service w.e.f 09/05/2012. 

16. As such, this Tribunal has no hesitation to hold that there existed relationship of Employer-employee between 
the Management and the claimant herein. 

17. The version of the claimant that he has been retrenched/terminated from service w.e.f 9/5/2012 without 
issuance of any notice and without payment of compensation in lieu of notice period has gone unchallenged Even 
MW 1 Shri SBL Hans -witness of the Management admitted that despite the order of High Court, the claimant and some 
other workmen in the said footing were terminated from job without giving notice and that no compensation or other 
service benefit was allowed to them at the time of their termination. Since the Management had not issued any 
notice or paid compensation in lieu of notice period to the claimant prior to termination of his services w.e.f 9/5/2012, 
action of the Management in terminating services of the claimant/workman was in violation of provisions of Section 
25-F of the Act. 

18. I may mention that provisions of Section 25-F of the Act which provides for conditions precedent to 
retrenchment of workmen, are absolute and inexorable and it reads as under :- 

“25-F : Conditions precedent to retrenchment of workmen - 

No workman employed in any industry who has heen in continuous service for not less than one year under an 
employer shall be retrenched by that employer until - 

(a) The workman has been given one month’s notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment and 
the period of notice has expired, or the workman has been paid in lieu of such notice, wages for the period 
of the notice; 

(b) The workman has been paid, at the time of retrenchment, compensation which shall be equivalent to 
fifteen days’ average pay for every completed years of continuous service or any part thereof in excess of 
six months; and 
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(c) Notice in the prescribed manner is served on the appropriate Government or such authority as may be 
specified by the appropriate Government by notification in the Official Gazette.” 

The above provision makes it clear that the employer is required to give notice to the appropriate Government 
apart-from giving one month’s notice in writing or one month’s wages in lieu of the notice and payment of retrenchment 
compensation to the concerned workman. There is nothing on record to show that either any notice was issued by the 
Management or notice pay/compensation was paid to the workman/claimant prior to his termination. As such, the 
Management has violated the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. 

19. There is long line of decisions of Hon’ble Apex Court as well as of various High Courts that provisions of 
Section 25-F of the Act are mandatory in nature and termination of the workman from services in derogation of the 
provisions of Section 25-F of the Act will render action of the Management illegal and void under the law. 

20. Since neither any valid notice nor compensation in lieu of notice period was given by the Management to the 
workman at the time of termination, the action of the Management in terminating the services of the workman w.e.f 
9/5/2012 is held to be illegal and void. It is held that the claimant/workman has been denied the benefits of provisions of 
Section 25-F of the Act by the Management. 

21. Now crucial question arises for consideration is as to whether the claimant/workman is entitled to reinstatement 
of service with full back wages as claimed by him, or any incidental relief of payment of back wages. It is reiterated 
that the claimant/workman was working under the Management on daily wage basis and this is so apparent from the 
vouchers/receipts Ex.WWl/8 and Ex.WWl/11 (colly), perusal of which shows that he was getting wages ranging from 
Rs.2200 to Rs.2700/- per month depending upon the number of days he worked. Thus, it can be assumed that the 
claimant might be getting wages to the tune of Rs.2700/- or so per month, depending upon the number of working days 
during which he worked in a particular month. Services of the claimant were illegally terminated w.e.f 9/5/2012. The 
claimant has prayed for reinstatement into service. However, there is nothing on record to show that his 
recruitment/engagement was effected as per rules of the Management Corporation. The workman/claimant has also not 
proved on record that he worked under the Management continuously for five years or that he was eligible for 
regularization under the policy/scheme of the Management. He has admitted that he did not appear in the examination 
which was conducted by the Management as per directions of Hon’ble Supreme Court, for the purposes of regularizing 
the daily wage workers who were working under the Management of LIC for a period of five years or more and 
possessed requisite qualifications. 

22. It is fairly settled that despite a wide discretionary power conferred upon the Industrial Courts under Section 
11-A of the ID Act, 1947, the relief of reinstatement with full back wages should not be granted automatically only 
because it would be lawful to do so. Grant of relief would depend on the facts and situation obtaining in each case. It 

will depend upon several factors, one of which would he as to whether the recruitment was effected in terms of 
the statutory provisions operating in the field, if any. Reference in this respect may be made to the decision of 
Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of Haryana Urhan Development Versus Om Pal -Appeal (Civil) No.l869 of 2007 - 
decided hv Division Bench of Hon’hle Supreme Court on 10/4/2007) . 

23. Hon’ble Apex Court in the case General Manager, Haryana Roadways Vs. Rudan Singh, reported as 
2005 see (L&Sl 716 observed as under :- 

“8. There is no rule of thumb that in every case where the Industrial Tribunal gives a finding that the 
termination of service was in violation of Section 25-F of the Act, entire back wages should be awarded. A 
host of factors like the manner and method of selection and appointment i.e. whether after proper advertisement 
of the vacancy or inviting applications from the employment exchange, nature of appointment namely, whether 
ad hoc, short term, daily wage, temporary or permanent in character, any special qualification required for the 
job and the like should be weighed and balanced in taking a decision regarding award of back wages. One of 
the important factors which has to be taken into consideration is the length of service, which the workman 
had rendered with the employer. If the workman has rendered a considerable period of service and his 
services are wrongfully terminated, he may be awarded full or partial back wages keeping in view the fact 
that at this age and the qualification possessed by him he may not be in a position to get another 
employment. However, where the total length of service rendered by a workman is very small, the award of 
back wages for the complete period i.e. from the date of termination till the date of the award, which our 
experience shows is often quite large, would be wholly inappropriate. A regular service of permanent 
character cannot be compared to short or intermittent daily wage employment though it may be for 240 days in 
a calendar year. ” 
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24. The Hon’ble Apex Court in case “Deevali Gundu Surwase v. Kranti Junior Adhyapak Mahavidvalava” 
reported as (2013) 10 SCC 324 held as under:- 

The propositions which can be culled out from the aforementioned judgments are : 

i) In cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and back wages is 
the normal rule. 

ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of getting back 
wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the adjudicating authority or the 
Court of first instance that he/she was not gainfully employed or was employed on lesser wages. If the 
employer wants to avoid payment of full back wages, then it has to plead and also lead cogent evidence to 
prove that the employee/workman wads gainfully employed and was getting wages equal to the wages 
he/she wads drawing prior to the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law that the burden 
of proof of the existence of a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive averments about its 
existence. It is always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact. Therefore, once the 
employee shows that he was employed, the onus lies on the employer to specifically plead and prove that 
the employee was gainfully employed and was getting the same or substantially similar emoluments.” 

25. Latest trend itself discemable from the various pronouncements made by the Hon’ble Apex Court is that when 
a person has been engaged on daily wage basis or for doing temporary kinds of work, in that situation full back wages 
are not to be awarded. There are number of factors which are required to be considered by the Tribunal while 
considering the question of reinstatement with back wages. It has been held in the case of Hari Nandan Prasad Vs. 
Food Corporation of India (2014) 7 Supreme Court cases 190 as under 

“Relief by way of reinstatement with back wages is not automatic and may be wholly inappropriate in a given fact 
situation even though the termination of an employee is in contravention of the prescribed procedure. Compensation 
instead of reinstatement has been held to meet the ends of justice. An order of retrenchment passed in violation of 
Section 25-F although may be set aside but an award of reinstatement should not, however, automatically be passed. 
The award of reinstatement with full back wages in a case where the workman has completed 240 days of work in a year 
preceding the date of termination, particularly daily wages has not been found to be proper by the Supreme Court and 
instead compensation has been awarded. The Supreme Court has distinguished between a daily wager who does not 
hold a post and a permanent employee. The reasons for denying the relief of reinstatement in such cases are obvious. It 
is trite law that when the termination is fonnd to he illegal, heeanse of non payment of retrenchment 
compensation and notice pay as mandatorily reqnired nnder Section 25-F of the Indnstrial Dispntes Act, even 
after reinstatement, it is always open to the management to terminate the services of that employee hy paying him 
the retrenchment compensation. 

26. Having regard to the recent judicial trends coupled with the facts & circumstances of the case as discussed 
hereinabove, this Tribunal is of the opinion that an amount of Rs. 2,00,000/- (Rupees Two Lakh) as compensation 
would be just and reasonable. Accordingly, lumpsum compensation to the tune of Rs. Two Lakh is hereby awarded in 
favour of the workman/claimant herein. All these issues are accordingly decided in favour of the workman and against 
the Management. 

ORDER 

The reference is answered on the contest in favour of the workman. Lumpsum compensation amount of 
Rs. 2,00,000/- (Rupees Two Lakh) is hereby awarded in favour of the claimant/workman which shall be paid by the 
Management within two months from the date of publication of the Award, failing which the claimant will be entitled to 
recover the same alongwith interest @ 6% p.a. from the date of publication of Award till realization. Award is passed 
accordingly. Let copy of this Award be sent for publication as required under Section 17 of the Act. 

The reference is accordingly answered. 

Dictated & corrected by me. 


20th December, 2019 


PRANITA MOHANTY, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 13th January, 2020 

S.O. 84.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 15/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court-2, New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Life Insurance Corporation of India and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 13.01.2020. 


[No. L-17012/138/2014-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT No.2: NEW DELHI 


PRESENT : SMT. PRANITA MOHANTY, Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court-II, 
New Delhi 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE No. 15/2015 


Date of Passing Award : 19th December. 2019 . 

Shri Pankaj Mishra, 

s/o. late Shri Ram Narain Mishra, 

r/o.H.No.510. Siklapur, 

Bareilly (UP). ... Workman/Claimant 

Versus 

1. Divisional Manager, 

Life Insurance Corporation of India, 

Divisional Office, 

Jeevan Prakash, Deen Dayal Puram, 

Bareilly, U.P. -243122. 

2. Zonal Manager, 

Zonal Office, 

Life Insurance Corporation of India, 

Kanpur 208002. 

3. CMD, 

Central Office, 

Life Insurance Corporation of India, 

Yogkshem Jivan Bima Marg, 

Mumbai, Maharashtra 400001. ... Managements 

Appearances 

Shri V.S. Baghel : For the Workman 


None 


: For the Managements 
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AWARD 

This Award shall decide a reference which was made to this Tribunal by the Ministry of Labour, Government 
of India vide letter No.L-17012/138/2014-IR(M) dated 05.12.2014 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 
(2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short “the Acf’) for adjudication of an industrial dispute, 
terms of which are as under: 

‘Whether the workman has been denied the benefits of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 ? If so, what benefit he should be provided by the management of Life Insurance Corporation of 
India, Divisional Office, Bareilly?’ 

2. Notices were issued to both parties. The claimant/ workman filed statement of claim with the averments inter- 
alia that he was appointed in the year 2009 in the office of Management No.l as class IV employee on temporary basis. 
He rendered his services to the entire satisfaction of the Management. Since temporary workers has been working for 
last several years, they demanded regularization of their services but the Management paid no heed to their request. 
Then, they moved Hon’ble High Court of Allahabad vide W.P. No.53095/2011 for regularization of their services and 
the Hon’ble High Court vide its order dated 14/9/2011 directed the Management to consider their case. Despite that, the 
claimant/workman was not regularized rather his services were abruptly and illegally terminated without any rhyme or 
reason w.e.f 9/5/2012. It is pleaded that the workman/claimant had rendered continuous service for more than 240 
days in a calendar year. While terminating the services of the workman concerned, no notice or pay in lieu thereof or 
compensation was paid to the claimant/workman and thus, the management violated the provisions of Section 25-F of 
the Act. He sent a demand notice dated 25/11/2013 for his reinstatement into service but the management sent an absurd 
response vide letter dated 6/12/2013 stating that the Hon’ble High Court had not directed to regularize the services but to 
consider the representation. He has prayed for reinstatement into service with back wages and all consequential benefits. 

3. Management of Life Insurance Corporation filed its written statement, submitting that the workman was never 
appointed by Management No. 1. Denying that the workman was appointed in the year 2009 in the office of 
Management No.l as class employee on temporary basis or that he worked for 240 days in any calendar year in the 
Management of LIC or that the Management violatged the provisions of Act, it has been alleged that the workman was 
engaged dne to exigencies and seasonal fluctuation of work intermittently as and when required in the office of 
Management/s on purely daily wage basis as per policy of the Management Corporation. It has been denied that the case 
of workman falls within the ambit of abrupt termination or retrenchment under the provisions of Section 25 -F of the Act. 
The workman had not worked for more than five years which was necessary eligibility criteria for qualifying the written 
examination as contained in the order of Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal No.953-968 of 2005. The workman 
was not having requisite qualification for appointment in view of the approved scheme of criterion for working in LIC 
for more than five years. Prayer has been made for rejection of the claim petition. 

4. The claimant filed rejoinder to the written statement of Management whereby he reiterated his own case as set 
up in the claim petition and denied the allegations of the Management. 

5. On the pleadings of the parties, following issues were framed by the learned Predecessor of this Tribunal on 
30/11/2015 and claimant/workman was directed to lead his evidence :- 

1) Whether the workman has been denied the benefits of the provisions of Setion 25-F of ID Act, 1947 ? If 
so, its effect ? 

2) To what relief the workman is entitled to and from which date ? 

6. In order to prove his case, the workman himself entered the witness box as WWl. He tendered his evidence by 
way of affidavit Ex.WWl/A and placed reliance on the documents Ex.WWl/1 to Ex.WWl/8. On the other hand, the 
Management examined Shri SBL Hans, Faculty Member as MWl who also tendered his evidence by way of affidavit 
Ex.MWl/A and relied on the documents Ex.MW 1/1 to Ex.MWl/3 & Ex.WWl/M-1. 

7. Arguments were advanced by Shri V.S.Baghel, A/R of the workman/claimant, as none appeared on behalf of 
the Management to address arguments. Records perused. Findings on above issues are as follows. 

Issue No. 1 & 2 

8. Both these issues are taken up together and they can be disposed of conveniently by common discussion. 

9. According to the case of the workman/claimant, after having been appointed in the year 2009 in the office of 
Management as class IV employee on temporary basis, he worked for three years but instead of regularizing his 
services, the Management abruptly and illegally terminated his services without any rhyme or reason w.e.f 9/5/2012. 
He claimed to have rendered continuous service for more than 240 days in a calendar year and that while terminating his 
services by the Management, no notice or pay in lieu thereof or compensation was paid to him and thus, the management 
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violated the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. On the contrary, stand taken by the Management is that the 
workman/claimant was engaged due to exigencies and seasonal fluctuation of work intermittently as and when required 
in the office of Management/s on purely daily wage basis as per policy of the Management Corporation. The workman 
had not worked for more than five years and as such he was not having requisite qualification for appointment in view 
of the approved scheme of LIC. The case of the workman does not fall within the ambit of abrupt termination or 
retrenchment under the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. 

10. In order to decide the question of relationship of employer and employee between the Management and the 
claimant herein and the issue whether the workman/claimant worked under the Management for a period of 240 days in 
a calendar year as provided under Section 25-B of the Act for attracting the conditions precedent to retrenchment of 
workman as provided under Section 25-F of the Act, this Tribunal has to consider the oral as well as documentary 
evidence adduced on record. In this respect, it is appropriate to refer to the affidavit ExWWI/A of the claimant. It is 
clear from the perusal of the affidavit Ex.WWl/A that it is in consonance with the pleadings i.e. statement of claim filed 
by the claimant. The claimant has filed on record copy of the letter dated 12/4/1996 (Ex.WWl/A) issued by Manager 
(Personnel), LIC, Bareilly which shows that he was appointed in the office of Management no.l on temporary basis for 
85 days w.e.f 16/4/1996. It would not be out of place to mention here that this letter Ex.WWl/A is of no help to the 
case of the workman/claimant as it pertains to the year 1996, whereas his case is that he worked under the Management 
for three years during the period from 2009 to 2012, when his services were abruptly and illegally terminated by the 
Management on 9/5/2012. However, the workman/claimant has filed on record copies of vouchers/receipts Ex.WWl/8 
(colly) which substantiate his claim that he started working under the Management of LIC in 2009 and worked till 
8/5/2012 - may be intermittently on daily wage basis. 

The claimant has been cross examined and in his cross examination, he has deposed that he was appointed 
temporarily as class IV employee but could not assign any reason as to why IVth class category was not mentioned in 
his appointment letter Ex.WWl/1. He admitted that he had not completed five years regular work in LIC and due to 
shortage of regular service (of five years). He also admitted that his colleagues who had completed five years service, 
have been regularized by LIC. He specifically deposed that no termination letter was given to him by LIC. 

11. Although the affidavit Ex.MWl/A filed by MWl SBL Hans is in conformity with the averments made in the 
written statement, however this witness of the Management showed his ignorance if the workman/claimant of this 
proceeding had joined as a temporary employee in the DTC department of divisional office of LIC, Bareilly. He denied 
the suggestion that the workman/claimant worked in the DTC department of LIC, Bareilly from 2009 to 9* May, 2012 
continuously or without break. He conceded that in the year 2011 the claimant/workman alongwith others had preferred 
a Writ before Hon’ble High Court claiming for regularization of their service and the Hon’ble High Court had directed 
the Management to consider their case according to rules. 

12. Copy of the order dated 14/9/2011 of the Hon’ble High Court of Allahabad passed in Writ-A No. 53095 of 2011 
has been filed on record as Ex. WW1/2, perusal of which shows that case of the petitioners including the workman herein 
was that they fulfill the eligibility requirements as mentioned in the notification dated 20/5/2011 issued by LIC but they 
were permitted to appear at the examination, whereas stand of the Management was that the writ petitioners had not 
worked continuously for five years which was a condition necessary for appearing at the examination and in such a 
situation, the Management of LIC was directed to consider the grievance/representation of the petitioners and to render 
an appropriate reasoned decision thereon expeditiously, preferably within four weeks. 

13. It clearly emerges from the pleadings as well as evidence of the parties as discussed hereinabove that the 
workman/claimant was engaged by the Management - may be on daily wage/temporary basis and he worked 
intermittently under the Management from 2009 fo 8/5/2012. Needless to mention that casual/part time workers do 
come within the purview of definition of workman as provided under Section 2(S) of the Act. In this regard, reference 
can be made to the decision in the case of Devinder Sinsh Vs. Municipal Council. Sanaur, AIR 2011 Supreme Courtt 
2532, wherein the Hon’ble Apex Court while interpreting the provisions of Section 2(S) of the Act which deals with the 
definition of “workman” has observed as under 

‘TAe source of employment, the quantum of recruitment, the terms & conditions of employment/ contract of 
service, the quantum of wages/ pay and mode ofpayment are not at all relevant for deciding whether or not a 
person is a workman within the meaning of Section 2(s) of the Act. The definition of workman also does not 
make any distinction between full time and part time employee or a person appointed on contract basis. There 
is nothing in the plain language of Section 2(s) from which it can be inferred that only person employed on 
regular basis or a person employed for doing whole time job is a workman and the one employed on temporary, 
part time or contract basis on fixed wages or as a casual employee or for doing duty for fixed hours is not a 
workman.” 
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It is clear from the perusal of aforesaid observations that even if a person is engaged on temporary, part time or 
contract basis or for doing any other kind of work and is duly paid wages for the said work, in that eventuality such a 
person would be covered by the definition of “workman” as provided in Section 2(S) of the Act. 

14. It is fairly settled that when relationship of employer-employee stands proved between the parties, then onus 
will shift upon the employer/management to show that the claimant has not worked for 240 days or more in a calendar 
year. The management has not produced on record any documentary evidence to rebut the version of the claimant that 
he continuously worked in the Management from 2009 till 8/5/2012 when his services were illegally and abruptly 
terminated w.e.f 9/5/2012. From the order (Ex.WWl/2) of the Hon’ble High Court of Allahabad, stand taken by the 
Management was that the writ petitioners (inclusive of the claimant/workman) had not worked continuously for five 
years which was a condition necessary for appearing at the examination. It was not the stand of the Management that the 
workman/claimant had not even completed 240 days in a calendar year. Documents relied upon by the Management are 
not of much help to the case of the Management, in asmuch as document Ex.MWl/1 (Mark-A) is the copy of the order 
passed by Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal No.953-968 of 2005, directing the Management to hold written 
examination for all those temporary employees who were working in LIC for more than five years and who possessed 
minimum eligible qualification, as per scheme formulated by LIC, for their absorption/regularization; document 
Ex.MWl/2 (Mark-B) is the copy of circular, inviting applications from all eligible temporary employees in class IV 
cadre and document Ex.WWI/M-I is the copy of letter dated 13/10/2011 whereby the workman was intimated that his 
representation was considered & not accepted as he had not rendered five years’ service under the Management as on 
18/1/2011. From these documents it can be simply inferred that representation of the workman was rejected as he not 
completed five years service under the Management as on 18/1/2011 but these documents also substantiate the claim of 
the workman that he had been working under the Management and that is why he had given representation for 
regularization and same was not accepted by the Management. 

15. As discussed above, in the case in hand engagement of the claimant on temporary/casual basis, for doing 
intermittent nature of work of housekeeping/cleaning, stands proved. The Management has not filed any document in 
the form of abstract of attendance of claimant or other such workers so as to show that claimant has not completed 240 
days in a calendar year prior the date of his alleged illegal termination from service w.e.f 09/05/2012. 

16. As such, this Tribunal has no hesitation to hold that there existed relationship of Employer-employee between 
the Management and the claimant herein and that the workman had rendered service of more than 240 days in a calendar 
year prior to the date of his termination from service. 

17. The version of the claimant that he has been retrenched/terminated from service w.e.f 9/5/2012 without 
issuance of any notice and without payment of compensation in lieu of notice period has gone unchallenged Even 
MWl Shri SBL Hans -witness of the Management admitted that despite the order of High Court, the claimant and some 
other workmen in the said footing were terminated from job without giving notice and that no compensation or other 
service benefit was allowed to them at the time of their termination. Since the Management had not issued any 
notice or paid compensation in lieu of notice period to the claimant prior to termination of his services w.e.f 9/5/2012, 
action of the Management in terminating services of the claimant/workman was in violation of provisions of Section 25- 
F of the Act. 

18. I may mention that provisions of Section 25-F of the Act which provides for conditions precedent to 
retrenchment of workmen, are absolute and inexorable and it reads as under :- 

“25-F : Conditions precedent to retrenchment of workmen - 

No workman employed in any industry who has heen in continuous service for not less than one year under an 
employer shall be retrenched by that employer until - 

(a) The workman has been given one month’s notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment and 
the period of notice has expired, or the workman has been paid in lieu of such notice, wages for the period 
of the notice; 

(b) The workman has been paid, at the time of retrenchment, compensation which shall be equivalent to 
fifteen days’ average pay for every completed years of continuous service or any part thereof in excess of 
six months; and 

(c) Notice in the prescribed manner is served on the appropriate Government or such authority as may be 
specified by the appropriate Government by notification in the Official Gazette.” 

The above provision makes it clear that the employer is required to give notice to the appropriate Government 
apart-from giving one month’s notice in writing or one month’s wages in lieu of the notice and payment of retrenchment 
compensation to the concerned workman. There is nothing on record to show that either any notice was issued by the 
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Management or notice pay/compensation was paid to the workman/claimant prior to his termination. As such, the 
Management has violated the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. 

19. There is long line of decisions of Hon’ble Apex Court as well as of various High Courts that provisions of 
Section 25-F of the Act are mandatory in nature and termination of the workman from services in derogation of the 
provisions of Section 25-F of the Act will render action of the Management illegal and void under the law. 

20. Since neither any valid notice nor compensation in lieu of notice period was given by the Management to the 
workman at the time of termination, the action of the Management in terminating the services of the workman w.e.f 
9/5/2012 is held to be illegal and void. It is held that the claimant/workman has been denied the benefits of provisions of 
Section 25-F of the Act by the Management. 

21. Now crucial question arises for consideration is as to whether the claimant/workman is entitled to reinstatement 
of service with full back wages as claimed by him, or any incidental relief of payment of back wages. It is reiterated 
that the claimant/workman was working under the Management on daily wage basis and this is so apparent from the 
vouchers/receipts Ex.WWl/8 (colly) which also shows that for doing work for 23 days in the month of September, 2009 
he was paid wages of Rs.2760/-., whereas voucher datged 1/7/2010 shows that he was paid Rs.3000/- and voucher/bill 
for the period 1/5/2012 to 8/5/2012 shows that a sum of Rs.1197/- was paid to the claimant as earned wages. Thus, it 
can be assumed that the claimant might be getting wages to the tune of Rs. 3 500/- or so per month, depending upon the 
number of working days during which he worked in a particular month. Services of the claimant were illegally 
terminated w.e.f 9/5/2012. The claimant has prayed for reinstatement into service. However, there is nothing on record 
to show that his recruitment/engagement was effected as per rules of the Management Corporation. 

22. It is fairly settled that despite a wide discretionary power conferred upon the Industrial Courts under Section 
11-A of the ID Act, 1947, the relief of reinstatement with full back wages should not be granted automatically only 
because it would be lawful to do so. Grant of relief would depend on the facts and situation obtaining in each case. It 

will depend upon several factors, one of which would he as to whether the recruitment was effected in terms of 
the statutory provisions operating in the field, if any. Reference in this respect may be made to the decision of 
Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of Haryana Urban Development Versus Om Pal -Appeal (Civil) No.l869 of 2007 - 
decided hv Division Bench of Hon’hle Supreme Court on 10/4/2007) . 

23. Hon’ble Apex Court in the case General Manager, Haryana Roadways Vs. Rudan Singh, reported as 
2005 see (L&Sl 716 observed as under :- 

“8. There is no rule of thumb that in every case where the Industrial Tribunal gives a finding that the 
termination of service was in violation of Section 25-F of the Act, entire back wages should be awarded. A 
host of factors like the manner and method of selection and appointment i.e. whether after proper advertisement 
of the vacancy or inviting applications from the employment exchange, nature of appointment namely, whether 
ad hoc, short term, daily wage, temporary or permanent in character, any special qualification required for the 
job and the like should be weighed and balanced in taking a decision regarding award of back wages. One of 
the important factors which has to be taken into consideration is the length of service, which the workman 
had rendered with the employer. If the workman has rendered a considerable period of service and his 
services are wrongfully terminated, he may be awarded full or partial back wages keeping in view the fact 
that at this age and the qualification possessed by him he may not be in a position to get another 
employment. However, where the total length of service rendered by a workman is very small, the award of 
back wages for the complete period i.e. from the date of termination till the date of the award, which our 
experience shows is often quite large, would be wholly inappropriate. A regular service of permanent 
character cannot be compared to short or intermittent daily wage employment though it may be for 240 days in 
a calendar year. ” 

24- The Hon’ble Apex Court in case “Deepali Gundu Surwase v. Kranti Junior Adhyapak Mahavidvalava” 
reported as (2013) 10 SCC 324 held as under:- 

The propositions which can be culled out from the aforementioned judgments are : 

i) In cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and back wages is 
the normal rule. 

ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of getting back 
wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the adjudicating authority or the 
Court of first instance that he/she was not gainfully employed or was employed on lesser wages. If the 
employer wants to avoid payment of full back wages, then it has to plead and also lead cogent evidence to 
prove that the employee/workman wads gainfully employed and was getting wages equal to the wages 





216 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JANUARY 18, 2020/PAUSHA 28, 1941 


[PART II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


he/she wads drawing prior to the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law that the burden 
of proof of the existence of a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive averments about its 
existence. It is always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact. Therefore, once the 
employee shows that he was employed, the onus lies on the employer to specifically plead and prove that 
the employee was gainfully employed and was getting the same or substantially similar emoluments.” 

25. Latest trend itself discemable from the various pronouncements made by the Hon’ble Apex Court is that when 
a person has been engaged on daily wage basis or for doing temporary kinds of work, in that situation full back wages 
are not to be awarded. There are number of factors which are required to be considered by the Tribunal while 
considering the question of reinstatement with back wages. It has been held in the case of Hari Nandan Prasad Vs. 
Food Corporation of India (2014) 7 Supreme Court cases 190 as under 

“Relief by way of reinstatement with back wages is not automatic and may be wholly inappropriate in a given 
fact situation even though the termination of an employee is in contravention of the prescribed procedure. Compensation 
instead of reinstatement has been held to meet the ends of justice. An order of retrenchment passed in violation of 
Section 25-F although may be set aside but an award of reinstatement should not, however, automatically be passed. 
The award of reinstatement with full back wages in a case where the workman has completed 240 days of work in a year 
preceding the date of termination, particularly daily wages has not been found to be proper by the Supreme Court and 
instead compensation has been awarded. The Supreme Court has distinguished between a daily wager who does not 
hold a post and a permanent employee. The reasons for denying the relief of reinstatement in such cases are obvious. It 
is trite law that when the termination is fonnd to he illegal, hecanse of non payment of retrenchment 
compensation and notice pay as mandatorily reqnired nnder Section 25-F of the Indnstrial Dispntes Act, even 
after reinstatement, it is always open to the management to terminate the services of that employee hy paying him 
the retrenchment compensation. 

26. Having regard to the recent judicial trends coupled with the facts & circumstances of the case as discussed 
hereinabove, this Tribunal is of the opinion that an amount of Rs.2,00,000/- (Rupees Two Lakh) as compensation 
would be just and reasonable. Accordingly, lumpsum compensation to the tune of Rs. Two Lakh is hereby awarded in 
favour of the workman/claimant herein. Both these issues are accordingly decided in favour of the workman and against 
the Management. 


ORDER 


The reference is answered on the contest in favour of the workman. Lumpsum compensation amount of Rs. 2,00,000/- 
(Rupees Two Lakh) is hereby awarded in favour of the claimant/workman which shall be paid by the Management 
within two months from the date of publication of the Award, failing which the claimant will be entitled to recover the 
same alongwith interest @ 6% p.a. from the date of publication of Award till realization. Award is passed accordingly. 
Let copy of this Award be sent for publication as required under Section 17 of the Act. 


The reference is accordingly answered. 
Dictated & corrected by me. 


19th December, 2019 


PRANITA MOHANTY, Presiding Officer 


13^R^, 2020 
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New Delhi, the 13th January, 2020 

S.O. 85. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 53/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court-2, New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s Delhi International Airport Private Limited and others and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 13.01.2020. 


[No. L-11011/6/2016-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT No. 2: NEW DELHI 


PRESENT : SMT. PRANITA MOHANTY, Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court-II, 
New Delhi 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE No. 53/2016 


Date of Passing Award : 17th December. 2019 


Shri Mukesh Rawat, 

s/o. Shri Bhagwant Singh Rawat, 

Through Delhi Prant Pichra Varg Mazdoor Union, 

A-254, Fact.Opposite A-147, Indira Kalyan Vihar, 

Okhla Indl.Area Ph.I, New Delhi 110020. 

Address 140 Mayur Colony, Vill & PO Nehru Gram, 

District Dehradun, 

Uttrakhand 248001. .. .Workman/Claimant 

Versus 

1. The CEO, 

Delhi International Airport Pvt. Ltd. (DIAL). 

Near Udan Bhawan, IGI Airport, 

Terminal 3 & I-D, 

New Delhi 110037. 


2. The Managing Director, 

M/s. Lite Bite Foods Pvt. Ltd. 

1. Address - 

317, Udyog Vihar Phase IV, Gurgaon, 

Haryana -122016. 

2. Address - 

IGI Airport, near Udan Bhawan, 

Terminal 3 & I-D, 

New Delhi 110037. .. .Managements 


Appearances 

None : For the Workman 

Shri Manish Sehrawat, A/R : For the Management No. 1 

Shri Rakesh, A/R : For the Management No. 2 

AWARD 

This Award shall decide a reference which was made to this Tribunal by the Ministry of Labour, Government 
of India vide letter No.L-11011/6/2016-IR(M) dated 12.04.2016 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) 
of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short “the Acf’) for adjudication of an industrial dispute, terms of 
which are as under: 
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‘Whether demand of the Union for reinstatement of the services of the workman i.e. Shri Mukesh Rawat s/o. 
Shri Bhagwat Singh Rawat, alongwith back wages and other consequential benefits is legal and/or justified ? If 
so, what relief is he entitled to and what directions are necessary in this respect ? ’ 

2. Both parties were put to notice and the claimant/ workman filed statement of claim with the averments inter- 
alia that he had been working on the post of C.D.P under the Managements since 10/5/2011. His last drawn wages were 
Rs.12419/- per month. He had been performing his duties with honesty & dedication and gave no chance of any 
complaint to the Management. The Management did not provide legal benefits like wage slip, bonus, appointment letter, 
identity card, ESI and PF. When the workman started demanding the same, the Management started harassing the 
workman with a view to deprive him all the lawful benefits and ultimately terminated his services on 17/6/2015 in 
arbitrary & illegal manner, without giving any show cause notice or notice pay or service compensation. Even earned 
wages of the workman for the period 1/6/2015 to 16/6/2015 was not paid to him. Such an action of the Management in 
terminating the services of the workman is unwarranted and illegal. The workman issued a demand notice through 
speed post/courier on 8/7/2015 but to no response. Thereafter the workman approached the office of Regional Labour 
Commissioner. Conciliation proceedings were held but the same failed due to non cooperative attitude of Management. 
It is also pleaded that the workman is unemployed since the date of his illegal termination from services and he is 
dependent upon his relations as he failed to get job despite efforts. The workman has prayed for reinstatement with 
continuity of service , back wages and consequential benefits, as well as litigation expenses to the tune of Rs.25,000/-. 

3. Management No.l DIAL filed its written statement, submitting that the workman was never appointed by 
Management No.l. Rather the workman/claimant was appointed by the Management No.2 and he was under direct 
control of Management No.2 in whose favour a license agreement dated 5/1/2009 was granted by Management No.l. 
Prayer has been made for dismissal of claim petition. 

4- Management No.2 M/s Lite Bite Food Pvt. Ltd. resisted the claim of the workman, by filing written statement 
and took preliminary objections on the grounds inter alia that the workman/claimant has misrepresented the facts. 
Denying the averments of the workman regarding illegal termination of his service, it is alleged that the claimant himself 
started absenting from his services w.e.f 18/6/2015 without any lawful permission or authorization and did not turn back 
on duty despite phone calls and reminders. The wages for 1/6/2015 to 17/6/2015 could not be paid to him as he was 
absenting from duties. It is also alleged that during conciliation proceedings, the claim was settled in the presence of the 
witnesses and the Management had paid earned wages of Rs.13897/- to the workman vide cheque No.034053 dated 
21/7/2015 drawn on Yes Bank which was duly encashed by the workman/claimant. It was also agreed by the workman 
that he will join his duties on 5/10/2015. Despite repeated call letters and intimations dated 5/10/2015 and 19/10/2015, 
claimant willfully and deliberately did not join his duties. The claimant is gainfully employed and as such he is not 
entitled to any back wages as claimed. Prayer has been made for rejection of the claim petition as the claimant had 
himself abandoned his job on his own and is not willing to work. 

4. The claimant filed rejoinders, reiterating his own case as set up in the claim petition and denied the allegations 
of the Managements/Respondents. 

5. On the pleadings of the parties, following issues were framed in this case : 

1) Whether the proceeding is maintainable? 

2) Whether there exists employer & employee relationship between the workman and the respondent No. 1 ? 

3) Whether the service of the workman was terminated by respondent No.2 ? 

4) Whether the termination of the workman is legal and justified? 

5) Whether the workman is entitled to reinstatement to service with back wages and other service benefits ? 

6) To what other relief the parties are entitled to ? 

5- Perusal of the record shows that despite number of opportunities granted to the workman/claimant to adduce 
evidence in support his case regarding his engagement/employment as well as illegal termination of his services by the 
Management/s, he did not lead any evidence for the reasons best known to him. It is a matter of record that the claimant 
had opted not to participate in the proceedings from 2/8/2019 onwards. Ultimately this Tribunal was left with no option 
but to close his evidence vide order dated 10/12/2019. Since the claimant himself did not adduce any oral or 
documentary evidence to prove his case, A/R for the Management chose not to lead any evidence. 
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6. At the outset it is mentioned that onus was upon the claimant/workman to prove the relationship of employee & 
employer between himself and Management No.l, as well as to prove that his services were illegally & unjustifiably 
terminated by Management. The workman/claimant has failed to discharge the onus. In view of the fact that the 
claimant has not led any evidence in support of his case, this Tribunal is constrained to pass “No Dispute Award” in the 
matter. Award is passed accordingly. 

PRANITA MOHANTY, Presiding Officer 

17* December, 2019 

^ 13^R^, 2020 

sir. 86.—siflrf^iTR-, 1947 (1947 TT 14) STITT 17 % ai^WT TT ^TTTTT 

f^Tvfr iTT^^fiTTT xnwfri xr^ afFtr % RtsfiN' % Rdl^'+l' afrr TrfrTff % fN" 

ST^tST TT TT -Hi+K 3fl^lRi+ arf^^TT^ -4MH4-2, ^ % TW 

(^^k!24T 55/2016) ywftlcT TiTcft I kt ^TTTTT ^ 13.01.2020 ^ RTF qri 


[F. T^-11011/8/2016-3Trt3TR (t^T)] 
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New Delhi, the 13th January, 2020 

S.O. 86. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 55/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court-2, New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Delhi International Airport Private Limited and others and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 13.01.2020. 


[No. L-11011/8/2016-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT No. 2: NEW DELHI 

PRESENT : SMT. PRANITA MOHANTY, Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court-II, 

New Delhi. 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE No. 55/2016 


Date of Passing Award : 17th December. 2019 


Shri Vinod Singh Rawat, 
s/o. Shri Baldev Singh Rawat, 

Through Delhi Prant Pichra Varg Mazdoor Union, 

A-254 Fact.Opposite A-147, Indira Kalyan Vihar, 

Okhla Indl. Area Phase-I, New Delhi 110020. 

Add. : A-348 Moti Bagh I, New Delhi 110021. ...Workman/Claimant 

Versus 

1. The CEO, 

Delhi International Airport Pvt. Ltd. (DIAL). 

Near Udan Bhawan, IGI Airport, 

Terminal 3 & I-D, 

New Delhi 110037. 

2. The Managing Director, 

M/s. Lite Bite Foods Pvt. Ltd. 
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1. Address - 

317, Udyog Vihar Phase IV, Gurgaon, 

Haryana -122016. 

2. Address - 

IGI Airport, near Udan Bhawan, 

Terminal 3 & I-D, 

New Delhi 110037. ...Managements 

Appearances 

None : For the Workman 

Shri Manish Sehrawat, A/R : For the Management No. 1 

Shri Rakesh, A/R : For the Management No. 2 

AWARD 

This Award shall decide a reference which was made to this Tribunal by the Ministry of Labour, Government 
of India vide letter No.L-1101 l/8/2016-IR(M) dated 12.04.2016 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) 
of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short “the Acf’) for adjudication of an industrial dispute, terms of 
which are as under: 

‘Whether demand of the Union for reinstatement of the services of the workman i.e. Shri Vinod Singh Rawat 
s/o. Shri Baldev Singh Rawat alongiwith back wages and other consequential benefits is legal and/or justified ? 
If so, what relief is he entitled to and what directions are necessary in this respect ?’ 

2. Both parties were put to notice and the claimant/ workman filed statement of claim with the averments inter- 
alia that he had been working as KOMI-1 under the Managements since 13/1/2013. He had been performing his duties 
with honesty & dedication and gave no chance of any complaint to the Management. The Management did not provide 
legal benefits like wage slip, bonus, appointment letter, identity card, ESI and PF. When the workman started demanding 
the same, the Management started harassing the workman with a view to deprive him all the lawful benefits and 
ultimately terminated his services on 18/6/2015 in arbitrary & illegal manner, without giving any show cause notice or 
notice pay or service compensation. Even earned wages of the workman for the period 1/6/2015 to 17/6/2015 was not 
paid to him. Such an action of the Management in terminating the services of the workman is unwarranted and illegal. 
The workman issued a demand notice through speed post/courier on 8/7/2015 but to no response. Thereafter the 
workman approached the office of Regional Labour Commissioner. Conciliation proceedings were held but the same 
failed due to non cooperative attitude of Management. It is also pleaded that the workman is unemployed since the date 
of his illegal termination from services and he is dependent upon his relations as he failed to get job despite efforts. The 
workman has prayed for reinstatement with continuity of service , back wages and consequential benefits, as well as 
litigation expenses to the tune of Rs.25,000/-. 

3. Management No.l DIAL filed its written statement, submitting that the workman was never appointed by 
Management No.l. Rather the workman/claimant was appointed by the Management No.2 and he was under direct 
control of Management No.2 in whose favour a license agreement dated 5/1/2009 was granted by Management No.l. 
Prayer has been made for dismissal of claim petition. 

4. Management No.2.resisted the claim of the workman, by filing written statement and took preliminary 
objections on the grounds that the workman/claimant has misrepresented the facts. Denying the averments of the 
workman regarding illegal termination of his service, it is alleged that during conciliation proceedings, the claim was 
settled in the presence of the witnesses and the Management had paid earned wages to the workman for the period 
1/6/2015 to 17/6/2015 which could not be paid to him as the claimant was absenting from duties. It was also agreed by 
both the parties before the Conciliation Officer in the meeting dated 1/10/2015 that the workman will join his duties on 
5/1/2015. Despite repeated call letters and intimations, claimant willfully and deliberately did not join his duties. The 
claimant is gainfully employed and as such he is not entitled to any back wages as claimed. Prayer has been made for 
rejection of the claim petition as the claimant had himself abandoned his job on his own and is not willing to work. 

4- The claimant filed rejoinders, reiterating his own case as set up in the claim petition and denied the allegations 
of the Managements/Respondents. 

5- On the pleadings of the parties, following issues were framed in this case : 

1) Whether the proceeding is maintainable? 

2) Whether there exists employer & employee relationship between the workman and the respondent No. 1 ? 
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3) Whether termination of the workman is legal and justified? 

4) Whether the workman is entitled to reinstatement to service with back wages and other service benefits ? 

5) To what other relief the parties are entitled to ? 

5. Perusal of the record shows that despite number of opportunities granted to the workman/claimant to adduce 
evidence in support his case regarding his engagement/employment as well as illegal termination of his services by the 
Management/s, he did not lead any evidence for the reasons best known to him. It is a matter of record that the claimant 
had opted not to participate in the proceedings from 2/8/2019 onwards. Ultimately this Tribunal was left with no option 
but to close his evidence vide order dated 10/12/2019. Since the claimant himself did not adduce any oral or 
documentary evidence to prove his case, A/R for the Management chose not to lead any evidence. 

6. At the outset it is mentioned that onus was upon the claimant/workman to prove the relationship of employee & 
employer between himself and Management No. 1/DIAL, as well as to prove that his services were illegally & 
unjustifiably terminated by Management on 18/6/2017. The workman/claimant has failed to discharge the onus. In 
view of the fact that the claimant has not led any evidence in support of his case, this Tribunal is constrained to pass 
“No Dispute Award” in the matter. Award is passed accordingly. 

PRANITA MOHANTY, Presiding Officer 

17th December, 2019 


^ 13^R^, 2020 

air. 87.—arfllRdfi, 1947 (1947 TT 14) STITT 17 % TT ^TTTTT 

f^Tvfr iTT^^fiTTT Tnwfri RTf^T f^lf^ afFtT % RtSfiN" % affT '+4+1 O' % #+ 

ar^tsT 4 3fl41Ri+ 14+1^ 4 ^tt+r 4i 41PI+ arfsT+Rw -4 mh4-2, +4 4 4+tt 

(4^4 4w 54/2016) 44 Mcbif^id +T4t 14kk ^TT+TT 13.01.2020 RTF ^311STTI 

[4. T^-11011/7/2016-3Trt3TR (t^T)] 

4. 3TFT Ff%F 


New Delhi, the 13th January, 2020 

S.O. 87. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 54/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court-2, New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s Delhi International Airport Private Limited and others and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 13.01.2020. 


[No. L-11011/7/2016-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT No. 2: NEW DELHI 


PRESENT : SMT. PRANITA MOHANTY, Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court-II, 
New Delhi 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE No. 54/2016 

Date of Passing Award : 17th December. 2019 


Shri Suraj Singh, 

s/o. Shri Bhagat Singh Butola, 

Through Delhi Prant Pichra Varg Mazdoor Union, 
A-254, Fact.Opposite A-147, Indira Kalyan Vihar, 
Okhla Indl.Area Ph.I, New Delhi 110020. 
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Address RZ 25J/4 Plot No.47, Indira Park, Palam Colony, 

New Delhi 110045. ... Workman/Claimant 

Versus 

1. The CEO, 

Delhi International Airport Pvt. Ltd. (DIAL). 

Near Udan Bhawan, IGI Airport, 

Terminal 3 & I-D, 

New Delhi 110037. 

2. The Managing Director, 

M/s. Lite Bite Foods Pvt. Ltd. 

1. Address - 

317, Udyog Vihar Phase IV, Gurgaon, 

Haryana -122016. 

2. Address - 

IGI Airport, near Udan Bhawan, 

Terminal 3 & I-D, 

New Delhi 110037. ... Managements 

Appearances 

None : For the Workman 

Shri Manish Sehrawat, A/R : For the Management No.l 

Shri Rakesh, A/R : For the Management No.2 

AWARD 

This Award shall decide a reference which was made to this Tribunal by the Ministry of Labour, Government 
of India vide letter No.L-11011/7/2016-IR(M) dated 12.04.2016 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) 
of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short “the Acf’) for adjudication of an industrial dispute, terms of 
which are as under: 

‘Whether demand of the Union for reinstatement of the services of the workman i.e. Shri Suraj Singh s/o. 
Shri Bhagwat Singh Batola, alongwith back wages and other consequential benefits is legal and/or justified ? If 
so, what relief is he entitled to and what directions are necessary in this respect ?’ 

2. Both parties were put to notice and the claimant/ workman filed statement of claim with the averments inter- 
alia that he had been working as COMI-1 under the Managements since 1/1/2013. His last drawn wages were Rs.9673/- 
per month. He had been performing his duties with honesty & dedication and gave no chance of any complaint to the 
Management. The Management did not provide legal benefits like wage slip, bonus, appointment letter, identity card, 
ESI and PF. When the workman started demanding the same, the Management started harassing the workman with a 
view to deprive him all the lawful benefits and ultimately terminated his services on 17/5/2015 in arbitrary & illegal 
manner, without giving any show cause notice or notice pay or service compensation. Even earned wages of the 
workman for the period 1/5/2015 to 16/5/2015 was not paid to him. Such an action of the Management in terminating 
the services of the workman is unwarranted and illegal. The workman issued a demand notice through speed 
post/courier on 8/7/2015 but to no response. Thereafter the workman approached the office of Regional Labour 
Commissioner. Conciliation proceedings were held but the same failed due to non cooperative attitude of Management. 
It is also pleaded that the workman is unemployed since the date of his illegal termination from services and he is 
dependent upon his relations as he failed to get job despite efforts. The workman has prayed for reinstatement with 
continuity of service , back wages and consequential benefits, as well as litigation expenses to the tune of Rs.25,000/-. 

3. Management No.l DIAL filed its written statement, submitting that the workman was never appointed by 
Management No.l. Rather the workman/claimant was appointed by the Management No.2 and he was under direct 
control of Management No.2 in whose favour a license agreement dated 5/1/2009 was granted by Management No.l. 
Prayer has been made for dismissal of claim petition. 

4. Management No.2 M/s Lite Bite Food Pvt. Ltd. resisted the claim of the workman, by filing written statement 
and took preliminary objections on the grounds inter alia that the workman/claimant has misrepresented the facts. 
Denying the averments of the workman regarding illegal termination of his service, it is alleged that the claimant himself 
started absenting from his services without any lawful permission or authorization and did not turn back on duty despite 
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phone calls and reminders. It is also alleged that during conciliation proceedings, the claim was settled in the presence 
of the witnesses and the Management had paid earned wages of Rs.15757/- to the workman vide cheque No.034057 
dated 21/7/2015 drawn on Yes Bank which was duly encashed by the workman/claimant. It was also agreed by the 
workman that he will join his duties on 5/10/2015. Despite repeated call letters and intimations dated 5/10/2015 and 
19/10/2015, claimant willfully and deliberately did not join his duties. The claimant is gainfully employed and as such 
he is not entitled to any back wages as claimed. Prayer has been made for rejection of the claim petition as the 
claimant had himself abandoned his job on his own and is not willing to work. 

4- The claimant filed rejoinders, reiterating his own case as set up in the claim petition and denied the allegations 
of the Managements/Respondents. 

5. On the pleadings of the parties, following issues were framed in this case : 

1) Whether the proceeding is maintainable? 

2) Whether there exists employer & employee relationship between the workman and the respondent No.l ? 

3) Whether the service of the workman was terminated by respondent No.2 ? 

4) Whether the termination of the workman is legal and justified? 

5) Whether the workman is entitled to reinstatement to service with back wages and other service benefits ? 

6) To what other relief the parties are entitled to ? 

5. Perusal of the record shows that despite number of opportunities granted to the workman/claimant to adduce 
evidence in support his case regarding his engagement/employment as well as illegal termination of his services by the 
Management/s, he did not lead any evidence for the reasons best known to him. It is a matter of record that the claimant 
had opted not to participate in the proceedings from 2/8/2019 onwards. Ultimately this Tribunal was left with no option 
but to close his evidence vide order dated 10/12/2019. Since the claimant himself did not adduce any oral or 
documentary evidence to prove his case, A/R for the Management chose not to lead any evidence. 

6. At the outset it is mentioned that onus was upon the claimant/workman to prove the relationship of employee & 
employer between himself and Management No.l, as well as to prove that his services were illegally & unjustifiably 
terminated by Management. The workman/claimant has failed to discharge the onus. In view of the fact that the 
claimant has not led any evidence in support of his case, this Tribunal is constrained to pass “No Dispute Award” in the 
matter. Award is passed accordingly. 

PRANITA MOHANTY, Presiding Officer 

17th December, 2019 

^ 13^R^, 2020 

air. 88.—srfllPlqft, 1947 (1947 TT 14) STITT 17 % TT ^TTTTT 
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New Delhi, the 13th January, 2020 

S.O. 88.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 02/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Guwahati now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s Indian Oil Corporation Limited and their workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 09.01.2020. 

[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, GUWAHATI, ASSAM 
Present: Shri Mrinmoy Kumar Bhattacharjee, M.A., LL.B. Presiding Officer, 

CGIT-cum-Labour Court, Guwahati. 

Ref. Case No. 02 of 2017 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute between 

The Management of Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. (AOD), Digboi, Assam. .. .0.P/Management 

-Vrs- 


Sri Jugesh Gogoi, Tinsukia, Assam 

APPEARANCES 

For the Management : Mr. A.Jahid, LeamedAdvocate, 

For the Workman. : Mr.S. Borthakur, LeamedAdvocate. 

Mr. R.Sensua, LeamedAdvocate. 


.. .Claimant/Workman 


Date of Award:- 20.12.2019 


ORDER 

1. This Reference Case was registered on the basis of a petition filed by the claimant Jogesh Gogoi under sub¬ 
section 2 & 3 of Section 2(A) of the Industrial Dispute (Amendment) Act,2010. Thereafter notices were issued to the 
management side. 

2. In his written petition the claimant stated that on 17.04.2015 when he was serving as Junior Engineering 
Assistant-V, Production Department, Indian Oil Corporation Ltd ( Assam Oil Division), Digboi an F.I.R was lodged by 
the management in Digboi Police Station alleging that a thatched house was constmcted in a plot of land over the 6” 
Digboi Tinsukia Production Pipeline (DTPL) and by digging earth and making a concrete pit inside the aforesaid 
thatched house the said underground pipeline was tempered by fitting a clamp of 6” dia. On the basis of the aforesaid 
F.I.R Police registered a case (Digboi P.S. Case No. 107/2015 under Section 120(B)/379/511 IPC read with Section 
3(2)(a)(b) PDPP Act). It was further stated that after receipt of the F.I.R on 17.04.2015 police arrested him purely on 
suspicion. Meanwhile on 21.04.2015 when he was still in the custody, the management issued a charge sheet against him 
alleging that he constmcted the thatched house in his land over the Digboi Tinsukia Pipeline and tempered with the 
underground pipeline by digging earth and making concrete pit inside the thatched house and fitted a clamp on 6” dia 
DTPL with an ulterior motive of theft of lOCL’s petroleum products. Ultimately, on 25.05.2015 i.e. after more than a 
month in custody, he was released on bail. On 29.05.2015 the management ordered a Departmental Enquiry against him. 
An Enquiry Officer was appointed for the said Departmental Proceeding. The enquiry was conducted where he was 
allowed to be represented by defence assistants. On completion of the enquiry, which according to him was conducted 
totally against the Principles of Natural Justice, he was held to be guilty of all the charges. He was served with a copy of 
the report of the Enquiry Officer and was asked to give written statement which he gave in time but his statements were 
not considered. It was further stated that the management, without considering all the evidences adduced by the parties 
during the Departmental Proceeding, awarded the highest penalty of dismissal from service and the said order was 
handed over to him on 15.02.2016. After the award of punishment of dismissal from the service, he preferred a 
departmental appeal but the Appellate Authority also did not consider the documents and records and mechanically 
dismissed his appeal. The claimant/ petitioner then preferred a Writ Petition being No.W.P.(C) 2640/2016 before the 
Hon’ble Gauhati High Court but the same was withdrawn by him on 20.05.2016 and thereafter he approached the 
Regional Labour Commissioner (Central)-Conciliation Officer and filed an application raising the objection against his 
termination from service but as no settlement could be arrived at the conciliation, the Regional Labour Commissioner 
(Central) directed him to approach this Tribunal at Guwahati. At the time of submission of the claim statement the 
Criminal case was at the stage of trial. It was further stated by the claimant that the findings of the Enquiry Officer 
regarding the ownership of the land where the incident took place was not backed by cogent materials on record and 
there was absolutely no proof that the claimant was the owner of the land over which thatched house was constructed. 
According to him after discovery of the leakage of oil the lock of the thatched house had to be broken as he was not 
carrying the key of the lock. According to the workman this it-self would show that he was not the owner of the 
concerned thatched house. It was further stated that the Enquiry Officer misinterpreted the statements of the 
management witnesses and arrived at a wrong conclusion. In regard to the testimony of PW.2 during the Departmental 
Proceeding, he claimed that while a letter of Circle Officer, Margherita Revenue Circle was proved showing his 
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ownership of the concerned land, the concerned Circle Officer was not examined. In para 20 of his claim statement he 
stated that the penalty imposed on him was highly disproportionate in as much as charges against him were arbitrarily 
held to be proved. He prayed for his immediate reinstatement with full back-wages. 

3. By filing written statement the management took an initial plea that sub-Section 2 & 3 of the Section 2(A) of 
Industrial Dispute Act has since been repealed and hence the reference itself is not maintainable. But this contention of 
the management was not accepted vide order dated 7.9.2017 passed by this Tribunal. The management narrated as to 
how the Motor Spirit at the relevant spot was detected and how the Security Guards immediately rushed to the spot and 
without any delay an F.I.R was lodged in Digboi Police Station. It was further stated that on physical inspection of the 
site it was found that a thatched house was constructed over the land of the workman Jugesh Gogoi, Ex-Employee 
No. 136703 over 6” Digboi Tinsukia Pipeline. It was also stated that on physical inspection it was found the thatched 
house was constructed over the land of the workman and tempering with the underground pipeline caused a loss of 1855 
liters of Motor Sprit and damage of pipeline of Corporation. The Security Officer of the Corporation, while visiting the 
site, came to know from the owner of neighboring plot of the land that the concerned plot where the thatched house was 
found belonged to the workman Jugesh Gogoi. He was then called to the spot through a Home Guard; he came to the 
spot and opened the lock of the compound where the thatched house was constructed. It was further stated that as per the 
land record of Chita, Map and Jamabandi maintained in Margherita Revenue Circle the Plot of land falling on Dag 
No.316, P.P. No.68 of 2 Borbil Village of Mauza Makum wherein one katcha house was constructed belonged to the 
workman Jugesh Gogoi. It was also evident from the letter dated 29.04.2015 issued by the concerned Circle Officer. It 
was also stated that the plot of land in the schedule of land was notified in the Gazette of India, for laying Petroleum 
Pipeline from New Tank Farm to Tinuskia Terminal, under Provision of the Assam Petroleum Pipeline (Acquisition of 
Right of user in land) Act 1962 and the said Gazette Notification was dated 26.03.1984. It was also stated that the then 
owner/occupier of the land was directed not to construct any building or any structure upon the said land. It was further 
stated that the original owner of the land was paid compensation by Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. But the existing owner 
i.e. the workman in violation of those Notification and Provisions of the Act constructed a thatched house digging the 
earth making concrete pit over the pipeline. Considering the gravity of the matter a police case was immediately filed 
and the concerned workman was arrested and he was in jail for more than a month. A Departmental Proceeding was also 
drawn against him asking him to submit his response. The workman submitted his response to the charge sheet on 
25.05.2015. Having found the response from the workman not satisfactory. Departmental Proceeding was initiated and 
an Enquiry Officer and a Presenting Officer were appointed by the management. Thereafter the enquiry proceeded as per 
the laid down Rules and in total compliance of principles of Natural Justice. Several hearings took place and the 
concerned workman was permitted to be represented by 2 defence Assistants. The management witnesses were duly 
cross-examined by the delinquent workman and he also examined several witnesses on his behalf On consideration of 
the materials on record collected during the departmental enquiry the Enquiry Officer held the charges to be proved 
against the delinquent workman. The report of the Enquiry Officer was submitted to the workman for his response. He 
submitted his reply which was not accepted by the management. Ultimately the management dismissed him from 
service. Thereafter the concerned workman filed departmental appeal which was also dismissed. It was specifically 
stated by the management that the enquiry was held in full compliance of Principles of Natural Justice and the findings 
of the Enquiry Officer are also fully based on materials collected during the domestic enquiry. Accordingly, the 
management submitted that preliminary issue regarding fairness of domestic enquiry should be first framed and the said 
issue may be decided first. It was also stated that if the enquiry conducted by the management was found to be bad, the 
management may be allowed to contest the proceedings on merit. 

4. On consideration of the claim statement as well as the written statement submitted the management the 
following preliminary issue was framed. 

“ Whether the concerned Domestic Enqniry in which the pnnishment was imposed npon the workman 

was jnst, fair and was condncted in compliance with the principles of natnral jnstice?” 

5. The management side examined 2 witnesses namely Sri Lakhyadhar Bora (MW No.l), the Enquiry Officer in 
the domestic enquiry and Md. Numan Uddin (MW No.2), Chief E.R.Manager, Indian Oil Corporation Ltd (Assam Oil 
Division). The concerned workman Sri Jugesh Gogoi (W.W.l) examined only himself All the witnesses were also 
cross-examined by the respective rival parties. It was decided that if the preliminary issue is decided in favour of the 
management, all materials would be examined by the tribunal to decide the reference finally. But if the preliminary issue 
is decided against the management, they will be given an opportunity to prove the charges before this tribunal by way of 
a fresh domestic enquiry. 

6. MW.l during his examination-in-chief stated that vide letter dated 29.05.2015(Exthibit-l) he was appointed as 
Enquiry Officer to conduct the domestic enquiry against the delinquent employee Sri Jugesh Gogoi. He also exhibited 
the charge sheet submitted against the concerned workman (Exhibit-2). He further stated that he duly notified the parties 
about the dates on which he proposed to conduct the enquiry and that the enquiry against the concerned workman started 
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on 11.06.2015. He further stated that the workman was allowed to engage defence assistant and after the Presenting 
Officer took the statement of management witness No. 1 Sri Bharat Dihingia, he was duly cross-examined by the defence 
assistant on behalf of the delinquent employee. The statement of the first witness on behalf of the management and his 
cross-examination was done on 30.06.2015. Then on 08.07.2015 the management side examined another witness named 
Sri Achintya Kumar Saikia in the Domestic Enquiry. On that day as per the prayer of the delinquent employee another 
defence assistant namely Sri Amulya Borgohain was allowed to defend the delinquent employee but since the aforesaid 
defence assistant was not present on that day the Domestic Enquiry was adjourned and next date was fixed on 
14.07.2015. On that date the 2"‘* witness was however examined by the management side and after completion of the 
examination of the witness by the management the witness was cross-examined by the defence assistant on behalf of the 
delinquent employee. On the next date on 29.07.2015 the 2"“^ witness for the management was further cross-examined by 
and on behalf of the delinquent employee. After examining 2 witnesses the Presenting Officer closed his side of 
examination of witnesses. The concerned workman was then asked to adduce evidence, if any but the workman prayed 
for an adjournment and the next date was fixed on 11.08.2015. On 11.08.2015 the workman produced 2 documents 
which were marked as DX-1 and DX-2. DX-1, a Deed of rectification and DX-2 was an order date 25.05.2015 passed by 
the Session’s Judge, Tinsukia granting bail to the delinquent employee in the criminal case. The workman also produced 
the document marked as DX-3 which is a sale Deed dated 12.07.2013. Subsequently the workman was cross-examined 
by the Presenting Officer. Thereafter the workman produced 3 witnesses namely Sri Newa Raj Newar, Sri Ranjit Sarkar 
and Sri Rabin Chandra Chetia who were subsequently examined as DW.2, DW.3 and DW.4, all those witnesses were 
cross-examined by the Presenting Officer. On 21.09.2015 the workman produced another witness named Sri Badan Ch. 
Sonowal who was examined as DW.5, he was also cross-examined. The management witness No.l i.e. the Enquiry 
Officer in the Domestic Enquiry stated “ I have recorded the statement of the witnesses in question/answer form”. He 
also exhibited the proceeding of the Domestic Enquiry. He further stated after completion of the proceeding of the 
Domestic Enquiry he asked the parties to submit written statement. Accordingly the Presenting Officer as well as 
delinquent employee submitted their written statements which were exhibited as Exhibit-25 and Exhibit-26 respectively. 
He further stated that after considering the materials produced before him by the parties during the domestic enquiry he 
found the workman to be guilty of the charges. He exhibited the Enquiry Report dated 27.11.2015 as Exhibit-27. He 
further added that the conduct of the Domestic Enquiry was in full compliance the principles of natural justice and all 
reasonable opportunities were provided to the concerned workman to defend himself During cross-examination to a 
question asked to him by the learned counsel for the workman side he replied that he knew that An Enquiry Officer in a 
Domestic Enquiry was supposed to take a neutral stand and that as an Enquiry Officer he maintained such neutral stand. 
He denied the suggestion of the workman side that he did not maintain a neutral stand as Enquiry Officer. He however 
admitted that the report of the Circle Officer (Exhibit-16) was proved by the Presenting Officer in the Domestic Enquiry 
without examining the concerned Circle Officer as witness. The witness also admitted that Exhibit-17 & 18 (zerox 
copies) were sketch map and Jamabandi of the relevant land which was prepared by the Circle Officer. During cross- 
examination he also admitted that as per the policy followed by lOCL whenever a pipeline is laid beneath a particular 
land the land owner is compensated on the condition that he will not raise any structure over the ground beneath which 
the pipeline was laid. He also admitted that the enquiry was initiated on the basis of an FIR submitted by the Security 
Officer of the lOCL alleging theft of oil from the pipe laid down by the lOCL and that the culprit was not named in the 
FIR because at that point of time the name of the culprit was not known. He further stated during cross-examination that 
on receipt of the FIR Police submitted an intimation to lOCL naming the culprit. He also admitted that at the time of his 
cross-examination the criminal case was still under trial. He further admitted that during the Domestic Proceeding PW.l 
stated that leakage of oil was found in Lalit Gogoi’s house but the same person was not examined as witness. He also 
admitted that the photo graph of the concerned locality was not proved through the photographer who took those 
photograph. He however denied the suggestion of the workman side that the decision of the Domestic Enquiry was 
solely on the basis of report of the Circle Officer. 

7. Management witness No.2 Md. Numan Uddin , Chief E.R. Manager, IOCL(Assam Oil Division) stated the 

incident of reporting of heavy leakage of Motor Spirit on 17.04.2015 at the relevant place. He also exhibited the copy of 
concerned FIR as Exhibit-5. He further stated that on physical inspection of the site it was found that a thatched house 
was constructed over the land of the workman Sri Jugesh Gogoi over 6” dia Digboi Tinsukia Product Pipeline and 
tempering was found with the underground pipeline. He further stated that the Security Officer of the lOCL, while 
visiting the site, came to know from the owner of neighboring plot of land that the relevant plot of land with thatched 
house belonged to the concerned workman Jugesh Gogoi. He further stated that when Jugesh Gogoi was called through a 
home-guard, Sri Jugesh Gogoi came to the spot and opened the lock of the compound gate with his key where the 
thatched house was located and broke open the lock of the thatched house indicating his ownership of the plot of the 
land and the thatched house. He further stated that the said plot of land is in Schedule of land notified by the Gazette of 
India, for laying petroleum Pipeline from New Tank Farm to Tinsukia Terminal, under Provision of the Petroleum 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of user in Land) Act 1962. The aforesaid Act and the concerned Gazette Notification are 
marked as Exhibit-13 and Exhibit-15 respectively. He further stated that since the offence committed by the workman 
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was grave in nature he was issued a charge sheet and Domestic Enquiry was conducted against him in which he was held 
to be guilty and on consideration of the nature of the offence he was dismissed from service. During cross-examination 
MW.2 admitted that he had no role to play in the Domestic Enquiry against the concerned workman and that his 
knowledge about the matter was gathered by him from the concerned record in the Office. He further stated during 
cross-examination that the Officer who visited the spot on receipt of the information has since retired but is still alive. 

8. The only workman witness is the concerned workman Sri Jogesh Ch. Gogoi who was examined as W.W.l. He 
stated that Police registered the FIR filed by the management as Exhibit-A. He further stated that after registration of the 
FIR the Police arrested him on suspicion and subsequently the management issued a charge sheet against him. He further 
stated that on 25.05.2015 he was granted bail by the learned District and Sessions Judge Court, Tinsukia. It was clear 
from his evidence that he remained in custody for more than a month in this matter in connection with the concerned 
Criminal Case. The workman then narrated briefly as to how the enquiry was conducted against him. He also stated that 
the management without considering the evidence of the parties and written brief in the Domestic Enquiry in a most 
arbitrary and cryptic manner dismissed him from service. He further stated that after being dismissed from service he 
preferred an appeal before the concerned Appellate Authority. Exhibit-K is the appeal dated 26.02.2016. He further 
stated that his appeal was dismissed without considering the relevant matters and being aggrieved by the final order of 
the Appellate Authority of the management he approached the Hon’ble High Court vide WP(C) No.2640 of 2016 but 
ultimately it was withdrawn on 20.05.2016 by him. He further stated that thereafter he approached the Regional Labour 
Commissioner (C), Dibrugarh but the effort for conciliation failed where-after he was directed by the Regional Labour 
Commissioner (C) to approach this Tribunal at Guwahati. According to the workman as per the Provision of the 
Petroleum Pipelines (Acquisition of right of user in land) Act, 1962 construction of any structure over the land beneath 
which a pipeline was laid was to be removed by the Corporation but the Corporation failed to discharge the duty and 
allowed the concerned structure to remain on the concerned land. He further stated that the lock of the thatched house 
had to be broken as the keys were not available with him. He further stated that the owner of the neighbors to the plot 
never confirmed that the concerned land and structure belonged to him. He further stated that the PW.l during domestic 
enquiry, only stated that he may be the owner of the plot of land but his ownership of the concerned plot of land along 
with the thatched house was neither confirmed nor established. He further raised objection on the way the report of the 
Circle Officer was accepted without examining him. In brief he stated that according to the materials collected during 
the Domestic Enquiry charges against him in the Domestic Enquiry ought not to have been held proved and the Enquiry 
Officer acted partially in favour of the management and arbitrarily held him to be guilty which ultimately led to his 
dismissal from service. During cross-examination he admitted that he was duly and from time to time notified about the 
dates and place of the Domestic Enquiry. He also admitted that the documents which were submitted by the management 
were not challenged by him except the document in respect of land. He further admitted that the Deed of rectification 
(Exhibit-19) was executed on 17.05.2015 but the stamp paper over which the Agreement was prepared was purchased 
on 30.06.2015 as per vendor’s endorsement. He further admitted that by the rectification Deed the boundary in his 
original deed was modified. He further admitted that he purchased the land by a Registered Deed on 12.07.2013. He 
further admitted that he did not know that the land in which the pipeline of the Company is laid can be used by the 
concerned owner but no construction can be made above the particular land. He further admitted he came to know about 
this at a later stage. He further admitted that Dag No. of his land is 316 and Patta No.68 of Borbill No.2. He further 
admitted that he did not know that the land was acquired by the lOCL in the year 1984. In the last line of his cross- 
examination he clearly admitted that all reasonable opportunities were given to him to defend himself 

9. During argument the learned Counsel appearing for the management side submitted that there was total 
compliance of the principle of natural justice in the conduct of the Domestic Enquiry as was admitted by the workman 
himself during his cross-examination. He further pointed out that the rectification Deed modifying the boundary of the 
relevant land was executed after the filing of the FIR and that too on a stamp paper which was post dated by more than a 
month. He stated that the nature of the charges which were proved against the workman were too grave to be dealt with 
leniently and that in such a situation the only acceptable punishment could be dismissal from service. He further stated 
that though the criminal case against the concerned workman ultimately ended in acquittal the same cannot be 
considered to have any serious consequences on the Domestic Enquiry because the standard of proof in a criminal trial 
and in a Domestic Enquiry are completely separate. He further submitted that in the Domestic Enquiry it was not 
incumbent upon the management to prove the title of the concerned workman over the concerned land like in a Civil Suit 
and the materials which appeared in the Domestic Enquiry categorically pointed out to the fact that it was the concerned 
workman who had the possession or the ownership over the concerned land along with the concerned thatched house 
within which tempering of the pipeline was found. He further submitted that the fact that the lock of the gate of the 
concerned compound was opened by the concerned workman was indicative of his possession of the concerned land. He 
further stated that at that time the concerned workman was not carrying key of the thatched house due to which the lock 
was broken by him. Concluding the argument the learned counsel for the management submitted that the management 
was completely fair and neutral in proceeding with the Domestic Enquiry and admittedly principles of natural justice 
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were complied with and hence, there ought not to be any interference with the finding of the Domestic Enquiry including 
the punishment imposed upon the workman. He however added that if the Tribunal holds that the Domestic Enquiry was 
bad in law, the management is ready to conduct the Domestic Enquiry once again before this Tribunal. Learned Counsel 
for the workman side during argument stated that the ownership of the concerned plot of land and the thatched house 
was not adequately proved by the management during the Domestic Enquiry and the charges were not at all proved 
though the Enquiry Officer arbitrarily held the charges to be proved. He further stated that the certificate issued by the 
Circle Officer was taken into record during the Domestic Enquiry without examining the concerned Circle Officer and 
hence, the report could not be held to be duly proved. He further stated that since the entire decision of the Enquiry 
Officer was solely based on the report of the Circle Officer (Exhibit-16) regarding the ownership of the concerned land 
and since the report itself was not properly proved as per law, the entire Domestic proceeding should be held to be bad 
and the punishment imposed by the management on the concerned workman should be quashed. 

10. It was an admitted position that if the preliminary issue is held in favour of the management, the Tribunal can 
scrutinize all the materials on record to decide as to whether the report of the enquiry officer and the subsequent 
punishment imposed on the concerned workman was justified and legal. 

11. It was the claim of the workman side that the domestic enquiry was conducted in violation of principles of 
natural justice and the enquiry officer held the workman to be guilty of the charges without properly taking into 
consideration the materials gathered during domestic enquiry. It was also alleged that since the related criminal case 
ended in acquittal of the workman, he should be held to be not guilty in domestic enquiry. 

12. During cross-examination the workman himself stated that he was afforded with all reasonable opportunities 
to defend himself during the domestic enquiry. From the evidence on record also it clearly appeared that all reasonable 
opportunities were given to the workman to defend himself He was allowed to engage two defence assistants and all the 
witnesses of the management were duly cross-examined by him and that he was also allowed to examine his own 
witnesses. After the conclusion of enquiry he was allowed to submit his response and after imposition of punishment he 
could file an appeal before the appellate authority. From the above and consideration of the statements of the witnesses, 
as discussed in foregoing paragraphs, it was absolutely clear that the entire domestic enquiry against the workman was 
conducted in total compliance of the principles of natural justice. Admittedly, an acquittal in corresponding criminal case 
cannot be a sole ground to set aside the findings of the domestic enquiry in as much as the standard of proof in these two 
proceedings is distinctly different. Standard of proof in domestic enquiry is preponderance of evidence, whereas, 
standard of proof in a criminal trial is proof beyond all reasonable doubt. A copy of the judgement of the corresponding 
criminal case was filed by the workman side during argument. Admittedly, the criminal case failed because the charges 
could not be proved beyond all reasonable doubts. Some other observations made in the aforesaid judgements are also 
worth noticing. One of the grounds was that prosecution could not examine all the witnesses despite it’s best efforts. In 
regard to the possession and ownership of the relevant land and thatched house thereon, it appeared from the evidence on 
record that possession/ ownership was prima facie proved during the domestic enquiry. It was clearly proved that the 
gate of the compound within which the thatched house was situated was unlocked by the concerned workman. There 
were also enough materials to indicate that the concerned land as well as the thatched house belonged to the workman. It 
was also clearly proved that the concerned land was acquired by the lOCL from the original owner and compensation 
was also paid to him. After about two years of purchasing the concerned land upon which the thatched house was 
situated, the workman got a rectification deed dated 17.5.15 executed on a post dated stamp paper for modification of the 
boundary mentioned in the original sale deed. Taking into consideration of the report of the Circle Officer regarding 
ownership of the concerned land without examining the concerned Circle Officer in a domestic enquiry cannot be held to 
be wholly illegal. In the domestic enquiry proper title of the workman on the land was not required to be proved. The 
premise of the domestic enquiry was different. The domestic enquiry was held to find out whether the workman was 
guilty of various misconducts. In that respect it appeared that the enquiry officer arrived at his conclusion on reasonable 
appreciation of materials collected during the domestic enquiry. Given the nature of the charges the punishment of 
dismissal from service did not appear to be disproportionate. 

13. In view of the above, it is held that the domestic enquiry against the workman was conducted in total 
compliance of the principles of natural justice. The findings of the domestic enquiry and subsequent imposition of 
punishment upon the workman also did not appear to be unjustified or arbitrary. The present reference is accordingly, 
disposed of with a no relief award. 

Given under the hand and seal of this Tribunal on this 20* day of December, 2019. 


MRINMOY KUMAR BHATTACHARJEE, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 13th January, 2020 

S.O. 89. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 91/2013-14) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Nagpur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Future General India Life Insurance Co. Ltd. and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 08.01.2020. 


[No. L-17012/44/2013-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI S.S.GARG, PRESIDING OFFICER, CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 


Case No.CGIT/NGP/91/2013-14 


Date: 22.11.2019 


Party No. 1 : The Managing Director & Chief Executive Officer, 

Future General India Life Insurance Co. Ltd. 

001 Delta Plaza, 414, Veer Savarkar Marg, 
Prabhadevi, Mumbai 
MUMBAI - 400025 

V/s. 

Party No. 2 : Mr. Hitesh S/o Pradyuman Vegad, 

R/o H.No.20, Manjikana Colony, 

Gittikhadan, Katol Road, 

Nagpur - 440013 


AWARD 

(Dated: 22"‘‘ November, 2019) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the Management of Future General India Life Insurance Co. Ltd. and their 
workman, Shri Hitesh P. Vegad for adjudication, as per letter No.L-17012/44/2013 - IR (M) dated 20/02/2014, with the 
following schedule:- 

“Whether the action of the management of Fntnre General India Life Insnrance Co. Ltd., in terminating 
the services of Shri Hitesh S/0 Pradynman Vegad, Ex. Financial Planning Manager w.e.f. 02.08.2011 is 
jnst fair and legal? If not, to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, parties were noticed to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement, by registered post with acknowledge due and they filed their respective authority i.e. on behalf of Future 
General India Life Insurance Co. Ltd. and workman, their advocate filed their respectively authorities. On behalf of 
Future General India Life Insurance co. Ltd. (“Party No. 1” in short), Mr. Shiddharth D. Karkare, advocate filed their 
Vakalatnama and on behalf of the workman Hitesh (In short “Party No.2”), Mr.R.N. SEN, advocate filed their 
Vakalatnama with Mrs. Komal Bajaj, advocate. On behalf of Party No. 2 statement of claim has been filed and on behalf 
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of Party No.I, written statement has been filed, but no rejoinder has been filed on behalf of Party No. 2 (as per order 
sheet 27.11.2014). 

3. The management i.e. Party No. I took a preliminary objection in their written statement that, claim of petitioner 
i.e. Party No. 2 is not tenable and the same deserves to be dismissed and also prayed that, claim of the Party No. 2 is 
liable to be dismissed in limine in following grounds ; 

i) As per statement of claim, he was appointed as Financial Planning Associate and was last deputed as 
Financial Planning Manager, with the Party No. 1. According to Party No.l, minute particulars of the 
work profile of Party no. 2 shows that, he was appointed as a Financial Planning Associate. His work 
profile shows that, he was appointed to work of selling insurance, generating the business of the 
company and educating customers for Party No. 1 and required attributes of supervisionary 
capabilities. According to the Party No 1, he did not fall under the definition of workman as provision 
2s of the Industrial disputes Act, 1947 (in short “The Act”). 

ii) On the basis of judgment of Hon’ble High Court in the matter of Standard Chartered Bank Vs. 
Vandana Joshi and another and the judgment rendered by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the matter of 
Burmah Shell Oil Storage & Another Vs. Burmah Management Staff, AIR 1971 SC Page No. 922, 
they submitted that Party No. 2 falls within the definition of Workman this fact has to prove by the 
Party no. 2 by own evidence i.e. 

iii) According to Party No.l, petitioner i.e. Party no.2 is not covered under the provisions of the Act, his 
services will be governed by the terms of employment agreed between Party No. 1 and 2 and also 
submitted that, the services of the petitioner i.e. Party No. 2 is governed with the terms of employment 
agreed between him and Party No. 1. 

4. In the statement of claim. Party No. 2 asserted that, “Though I was designated as Financial Planning Manager, I 
was doing the manual work, such as filling of forms, helping the customers in the matter of withdrawal etc. I had no 
power to make appointment, take disciplinary action; sanctioning leave etc. therefore it is clear that I was not employed 
in supervisory or managerial capacity.” and also asserted that, “I came to be appointed by the Party No. 1 by order dated 
29/06/2009 as a Financial Planning Associate. Right from the date of my initial appointment, my performance was 
excellent. Hence, in April 2010,1 was promoted as a Senior Financial Planning Associate. In October 2010,1 was again 
promoted as Financial Planning Manager. In April 2011,1 was also granted increments. 

5. Point of Determination 

i) Whether petitioner is a workman? 

ii) Whether this tribunal has jurisdiction? 

Reasons for Decisions 

6. Now I want to mention firstly the argument of Party No 2 in below:- According to Party No.2 i.e. workman, it 
was argued 

6-1 : That “The job of the Party No. 2, was purely of a clerical nature and not of the managerial nature. It is a well 

settled law and the finding of different High Courts that, an employee working with the clerical nature of job, otherwise 
than as managerial / supervisory nature, without having any managerial power, without any subordinate working under 
him, without any sanctioning power of leave or advances, the Party No. 2, is covered by the definition of “Workman”. 

6-II : That “Party No.2, completed his work honestly and sincerely with full devotion towards his work, allotted to 

him by the Party No.l. Considering his work, the Party No. 1, was kind enough to grant him promotion to the post of Sr. 
Financial Planning Associate and thereafter the Party No. 2 was again promoted to the post of Financial Planning 
Manager. The Party No. 1 appreciated to his performance.” 

6-III : That “ It is prayed that this Hon’ble Tribunal may be pleased to pass an Award in affirmative in favour of the 
Party No. 2, to meet the ends of justice.” 

7. Now I want to mention firstly the argument of workman in below:- According to Party No.l i.e. 
management it was argued :- 
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7-1 : That “Financial Planning Manager’ was the additional nature of work performed by Party No. 2 .-Thus, 

there were the managerial and supervisionary duties of the Party No.2 in addition to the above mentioned duties.” 

7-II : It was also argued that, “The Party No. 2 filed his evidence on preliminary issue and the same was notarized by 

him on 27.11.2014. -The second evidence on preliminary issue was filed by Party No. 2. In this evidence he 

deposed that, he filed the copy of job description by him.-Third evidence dated 06.12.2017 was filed by the Party 

No. 2, which was prepared by his counsel in consultation with Party No. 2 as appears from the record.” 

7- III : Party No. 1 relied on case laws The judgment delivered by Bombay High Court in Writ Petition No. 
975/2009 in the case of Standard Chartered Bank, M/s Sonepat Co-operative Sugar Mills Ltd. Versus Ajit Singh and 
Judgment of Ganga Kisan Sahakari Chini Mills Ltd. Versus Jaiveer Singh reported in 2007 III CLR Page No. 840. 

On the basis of above argument. Party No.l argued that, case of the Party No.2 is not maintainable without 
there being any cause of action and also being devoid of any merit and substance. 

8. Now I want to see legal position i.e. I want to mention principles laid down in above cases laws: — 

8- 1 : Modem forms of business in corporate organizations put into place a carefully crafted process of checks and 
balances. Rarely, if ever, would an employee have authoritarian control over business decisions. Employees are made 
subject to check and balance, both at the lateral and vertical level. Managerial decisions are subject to verification and 
approval. 

8-II : Managers do not become workman because their decisions are stmctured by processes and approvals. Absolute 

autonomy is not the norm in managerial decision making. Nor does the law insist on absolute discretion or absolute 
autonomy for a person to be a manager. Basically the answer to the question must depend upon the dominant nature of 
the duties and responsibilities. 

8-III : Held : Hearing of all issues together in labour matters is not an inflexible mle and having regard to the conduct 
of the petitioner and the circumstances on record, interference of the High court under Art. 226 of the Constitution are 
not called for. 

9. Now I want to see the evidence of the Party No. 2. He examined himself i.e. Hitesh S/o Pradyuman Vegad as 
PWl. In para 11 of his cross-examination he admitted that, “I was engaged as Financial Planning Associate on 
29.06.2009 and it is related with sales. Thereafter I was promoted as Sr. Financial Associate. Then I was promoted as 
Financial Planning Manager, which was also related with sales. It is trae to say that W-5 is my job Sheet. It is trae to say 
that W-5 indicates my nature of duties under the mark A to A. It is not tme to say that, working style of Govt, and Party 
No.l is different, e.g. Govt, has manual working system and Corporate has computerized system. It is true to say that, it 
was my part of my duties to increase the business” and also asserted that, “it is true to say that, as per the terms of 
appointment, the applicant was responsible for development of business, monitoring the performance, achieving 
allocated business targets, educating the customers about the products ensuring high quality customer service, ensuring 
external compliance on all branch transactions handling difficult customer situations and contributing to the overall, 
compliance with AMS guidelines while authorizing the submission of business.” 

After perusal of the statement of the Party No. 2, it appears that, he was appointed and promoted for managerial 
and supervisor. He filed three affidavits on evidence, out of two were not pressed by him. It also appears that, he has no 
authenticated records, which show that, his work was of clerical nature. He gave a contradictory statement regarding his 
official duty. Party No. 1 also did not produce any evidence, but in my opinion, original burden of prove lies on 
workman. 

10. On going the above discussion and principles laid down in the above case laws, my humble opinion is that, 
petitioner failed to prove that, this Tribunal has jurisdiction to decide this matter. He also failed to prove that, he was 
workman under section 2(s) of the Act. So in my humble opinion, this reference is not maintainable but he may raise this 
dispute before proper Forum/Court, hence it is ordered:— 

ORDER 

The reference is answered in the negative and against the petitioner. The petitioner is not entitled to any 

relief. 


S.S. GARG, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 13th January, 2020 

S.O. 90. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 81/2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Manganese Ore (India) Ltd. and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
08.01.2020. 


[No. L-27012/l/2000-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM -LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR 


NO. CGIT/LC/R/8I-2000 


Present : P.K.Srivastava, H.J.S..( Retd) 

The President, 

M.P. Rashtriya Manganese Mazdoor Sangh 
P.O.Bharveli 

Balaghat (M.P.) ...Workman 

Versus 

The Manganese Ore(India)Ltd. 

3, Mount Road Extension, 

Sadar, 

Nagpur-440001 ... Management 

AWARD 

(Passed on this 5th day of December, 2019) 

1. As per letter dated 19-5-2000 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section-10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification 
No. L-27012/l/2000/IR(M). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of Chickla Mine of Manganese Ore (India) Ltd. Nagpur, in 
terminating the services of Shri Deoraj S/o Shri Hamraj Naganshi of Balaghat Mine of MOIL is 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to.” 

2. After registering the case on the basis of reference, notices were sent to the parties. 

3. The case of the workman as stated in his statement of claim is that while he was under employment of the 
respondent/management as U/G Mine Mate. He worked at Bharveli Mines from 12-7-1992 to 17-9-1993 as his wife 
developed heavy sickle cell anemia which required specialised medical treatment. There was some dispute regarding 
union in which the workman was also involved as per the details given in the statement of claim and it is the case of the 
workman that the respondent management being annoyed with the workman transferred him to Chikla mines from 
Bharveli Mines inspite of the fact that his wife required specialised medical treatment which was earlier approachable 
from Bharveli Mines. It is further the case of the workman that he made several representations regarding consideration 
of his transfer on medical grounds of his wife but they were not considered by respondent/management. He moved to 
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Hon’ble High Court who was pleased to order for consideration of his representation for transfer but was refused by 
Management and Management insisted on his joining at Chikla Mines. The Management further initiated a 
departmental inquiry which was conducted against law and the workman was terminated from service by Management. 
According to the workman, the inquiry was not legal and proper. He was not given effective opportunity to defend 
himself , his defense was not considered, charges were not proved in the inquiry and the punishment was dis¬ 
proportionate. Accordingly the workman sought reinstatement with back wages and all consequential benefits, setting 
aside the order of termination. 

4. According to the Management, the workman first worked at Ukwa Mines from 29-5-1989 to 11-7-1992. He 
was transferred to Bharveli Mines on administrative reasons, where he worked from 12-7-1992 to 17-9-1993. Due to 
administrative exigency, he was transferred to Chikla Mines vide order dated 17-9-1993 . He was relieved from 
Bharveli Mines w.e.f 17-9-1993 vide order dated 15-9-1993. According to the management, the workman did not report 
for duty at Chikla Mines inspite of repeated instructions given to him from time to time. It was informed by him that his 
wife and children were sick, on which he was advised to avail treatment at Chikla Mines after joining there and that his 
request for transfer would be considered whenever vacancy arises but the workman remained absent from duty. It was 
further pleaded that the workman filed Writ Petition no.4237-1993 before Hon’ble High Court of Madhya Pradesh at 
Jabalpur. The Management was directed by Hon’ble High Court to sympathetically consider the representation of 
workman and pass a suitable order and with these observation, the writ petition was finally disposed. The Management 
did sympathetically consider the request of the workman, in the light of Hon,ble High Court and regretted in rejecting 
his application which was duly informed to workman on 15-11-1993. Thereafter the workman filed another Writ 
petition No. 1104/94 before Hon’ble High Court of Madhya Pradesh at Jabalpur which was dismissed without 
interfering the order of transfer made by Management. Hon’ble High Court however observed that his request for 
accommodation may be simply considered in the light of perspectives and if possible the workman may be either 
accommodated at Balaghat or at Jabalpur so that he can avail medical facilities. According to the Management the 
Chikla Mines has a full-fledged Hospital with qualified medical staff and that treatment could be given at Chikla Mines 
Hospital. The workman was assured that whenever vacancy arises in mines near Balaghat, his request may be 
considered but inspite of these assurances the workman absented himself from duty without permission, intimation, 
leave sanctioned. Hence a charge sheet dated 1-5-1996 was issued against the workman with charge of unauthorised, 
wilful absence. It is further the case of the workman that the workman submitted his reply which was received by 
Management on 21-5-1996. An inquiry was ordered in the light of reply on 21-5-1996. Shri D.P.Sharma, Manager was 
appointed as Inquiry Officer. Shri Prashant Moifra was appointed as Presenting Officer vide order dated 21.5.1996. The 
workman participated in the inquiry. He filed documents during inquiry, he cross-examined the witnesses. He did not 
lead any oral evidence. He examined himself on oath during inquiry. After completion of inquiry, the inquiry report 
was submitted on 1-8-1996 holding the charges proved. The workman was served with a copy of the inquiry report and 
the show cause notice on the point of punishment. On 18-8-1996 he did submit his reply on the show cause notice. 
Order of termination dated 2-1-1997 was passed against the workman. According to the Management the charge of 
unauthorised habitual absence is a misconduct inviting major penalty. The Management has further stated that while 
the case was at the stage of conciliation, the workman was offered re-employment before the Assistant labour 
Commissioner on 29-9-1999 but he refused and at present the workman has got enrolled himself with Bar Council and 
is practising lawyer in Balaghat District and Hon’ble High Court of Madhya Pradesh. 

5. The workman also filed rejoinder in which he mainly rebutted the pleadings of Management and reiterated his 
case. On the basis of pleadings, preliminary issue regarding legality of departmental inquiry was answered by my 
learned Predecessor vide his order dated 30-9-2015 holding the departmental inquiry bad in law. Thereafter the parties 
were given opportunity of evidence. 

6. The Management examined its witnesses Shri Nitin Fagnis, Deputy General Manager and Shri Krishna Kumar 
Tiwari, Office Assistant for proving inquiry and has proved the inquiry papers Exhibit M-1 to M-20 which shall be 
referred to as and when required. 

7. The workman examined himself on oath and has filed and proved documents Exhibit W-1 to W-38 which shall 
be referred to as and when required. 

8. I have heard the arguments of the workman in person and Mr. A.K. Shashi, learned counsel for Manangement 
and I have gone through the memorandum of arguments and records. Following issues arise in the light of pleadings and 
evidence :- 

ISSUE NO. 1;- “Whether the charge of unauthorised, wilful absence from duty if stands proved hy evidence ?” 
ISSUE NO. 2:-“Whether the termination awarded is proportionate to the charge.” 
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9. ISSUE NO.l :- The pleadings of the parties in this issue has been detailed earlier in this judgment. It goes on 
to show that the workman did absent himself from duty by not reporting at Chikla Mines where he was transferred, it is 
not disputed even by the workman though he has other justifications for doing so. It is noteworthy that in the order of 
preliminary issue No. 1 my learned predecessor also recorded a finding that the fact of absence from duty is unshattered . 
The departmental inquiry was held not legal by him on the ground that since the workman had not joined at the place of 
transfer, no officer of Chikla Mines could inquiry into the charges. 

10. As the factum of absence is not disputed, the point remains to be seen is whether the absence is unauthorised , 
wilful or not. The evidence from the side of the workman which is in support of his pleadings is that since the wife and 
daughter were terminally ill and receiving treatment, he was not in a position to join and continued making 
representation and even moving to Hon’ble High Court for cancellation of his transfer and his relocation at Chikla 
Mines at Balaghat. This fact is not disputed by Management but his case is that the representations were rejected as not 
having force firstly on the ground that medical facilities were available at Chikla Mines also which could be availed by 
the workman and whenver vacancy arises, the Management could consider relocation of the workman. Now the 
question arises what was expected to be done by the workman in such a situation. The Rules of Service Discipline 
provided that the workman has to follow fully the orders of his superiors. It is also evident from the order of 
appointment filed and proved on record that the services of the workman were liable to be transferred from one place to 
the other. Hence it was expected from the workman that he had to join at a place where he was transferred and 
thereafter apply for leave , even leave without pay, if all his leave was exhausted but he did not do so. Hence, from the 
evidence on record as discussed above, the charge of wilful and unauthorised absence stands proved against the 
workman. Issue No.l is answered accordingly, 

11. Issue No.2 :- .It is not disputed that wilful and unauthorised absence is a misconduct inviting major penalty, 
hence in the light of findings recorded in Issue No.l the penalty of dismissal in the case in hand cannot be held to be 
excessive as per principle of law laid down in case of Secretary to Government & Others Vs. A.C.J.Britto(1997) 3 
see 387 and Management of eipla Ltd. Vs. Shri Jayakumar R. & Another (1998) LLR 63 See may be referred 
to in this respect. Hence holding the punishment of termination not excessive. The Issue No.2 is answered accordingly. 

12. On the basis of the above discussion, following award is passed:- 

A. The action of the management of Chikla Mine of Manganese Orde(India) Ltd. Nagpur in 
terminating the services of Workman Shri Deoraj of Balaghat Mine is held legal and justified. 

B. The workman is held entitled to no relief. 


DATE: 5.2.2019 


P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 13th January, 2020 

S.O. 91.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 40/2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Steel Authority of India, Vihweshwaraiah Iron and Steel Plant and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 03.01.2020. 

[No. L- 42011/3/2003-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 


BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 


DATED : 27™ DECEMBER 2019 

PRESENT : JUSTICE SMT. RATNAKALA, Presiding Officer 

CR 40/2003 


I Party 

The President, 

Mines Employees’ Union, 
Gause Sab Line, Old Town, 
Bhadravathi, 

Shimoga - 577301. 


II Party 

The Executive Director, 

Steel Authority of India, 

Vishweshwaraiah Iron and Steel Plant, Bhadravathi, 
Shimoga - 577301. 

Karnataka. 


Appearance 

Advocate for I Party : Mr. J.V. Prakash 

Advocate for II Party : Mr. Arthur Pinto 

AWARD 

The Central Government vide Order No. L-42011/3/2003-IR(M) dated 25.06.2003 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (for 
brevity ‘the Act’ hereafter) referred the following Industrial Dispute for adjudication. 

“Whether the allegation of the Mines Employees Union, Bhadravathi, that 130 contract lahonrers 
employed in Kemmanagnndi Iron Ore Mines owned hy SAIL, Visvesvaraya Iron & Steel Limited, 
Bhadravathi, are engaged in the category of employment prohibited hy the appropriate government vide 
notification dated 15.12.1979 and 28.05.1982, is factnally gennine? If so, to what relief these contract 
workers are entitled?” 

1. The U* Party Union has espoused the cause of Contract Labourers employed in Kemmanagnndi Iron Ore Mines 
owned by the 2"‘* Party alleging that the Contract Labourers were engaged in the category of employment prohibited by 
the appropriate Government vide notification dated 15.12.1979 and 28.05.1982. 

Though, the claim statement and the rejoinder run into several pages, the facts relevant for adjudication of the dispute 
can be gathered thus, the workers though working under the Contractor are actually working for the benefits of the 2"^ 
Party. The 2”“* Party is their real employer in the eye of Law. The contractor was merely a name lender and the contract 
between the 2”‘* Party and the contractor is sham and camouflage. They have entrusted the entire mining operation 
work to the Contractors against the policy and objects of the Government. As per the Mines Act 1952, Mines Rules 
1955 and Metalliferous Mines Regulations 1961 all mining operation including transportation locomotives and crushing 
plant operations have been supervised by the Authorities competent Certificate holders belonging to the 2"“^ Party only. 
Hence, there exists direct relationship of employer and the employee between the 2"^ Party and the U‘ party workers. 

It is further pleaded that, the Central Government issued notification No. 4076 dated 15.12.1979 prohibiting 
employment by contract labour in Iron Ore Mine w.e.f 10.05.1980 throughout the country in respect of operation of, 

i) Overburden removal; 

ii) Drilling and Blasting; 

iii) Float Ore; 

Vide Notification No. 2193 dated 28.05.1982, they prohibited employment of contract labour in the works specified 
below in all Iron ore Mines in the country with immediate effect from 28.05.1982; 

i) Muck cleaning operation in the crushing plant / and all conveyer belts; 

ii) Wagon levelling operations; 

The 2"'^ Party instead of absorbing and regularising the services of all workers employed at Kemmanagundi Iron 
Ore Mine, in view of the above notifications, continued Contract Labour System without any break. They appointed 
contractor M/s Sudhir Transports Company to carry out operations prohibited by the Central Government; the operations 
carried out through the contractors are perennial in nature. The 2““^ Party have not provided essential facilities, safety 
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appliances to these workmen. The contractor is paying the monthly pay to the workers belatedly; this is with the support 
of the Officers of the 2"“* party. Hundreds of workers are working under the contractors such as M/s Sudhir Transport 
Company Private Limited, HSCL and S. K. Channegowda. The names of all the workers are not entered in the 
‘B’ Register with a view avoid Provident Fund contribution. On behalf of the 2"“^ Party only Senior Manager / AGM 
Mines, Assistant Manager (Mines Manger), Blaster and Canteen Care Taker were at Kemmanagundi. All the functions 
of drilling, blasting, compression operation, crushing plant operation, wagon drill operation and tipper and PC operation 
are all done by Contract workers. 

This Tribunal in the matter of Bilikel Betta Quartz Mines directed the Management of VISE to treat the 
concerned employees as employees of VISE. The Hon'ble High Court directed the Management to reinstate the workers 
as regular employees of VISE; the Apex Court directed the Management to pay arrears of wages and post the erstwhile 
workers as regular employees; in that case Management did not raise any voice. They have absorbed 100 workers 
employed at Bhadigundi Limestone Mines and 68 contract workers in the ICS Department in VISE Factory. M/s Sudhir 
Transporters / contractors have terminated innocent workers illegally and unlawfully. 

2. The Case of the 2"“^ Party is, they are a Government Company registered under Company’s Act; not more than 
23 workers were ever engaged by the contractor. When the Union approached the Hon'ble High Court of Karnataka 
seeking the relief of regularisation of the contract workers, they were directed to raise the Industrial Dispute. Mining at 
Kemmanagundi is not permanent and it is perennial in nature. Kemmanagaundi Iron Ore Mine (KGD mines) is located 
in a dense forest area of Malnad and it is an open cast mine. At no point of time there was continuous mining operation 
throughout the year. Practically it is closed during monsoon at least four months in a year. The allegation that the 
Officers of the 2"'^ Party have supervised the contract work is denied. The 2““^ Party is registered under Section 7 of the 
contract (Regulation and abolition) Act 1970 and the contractor have secured license under Section 12 of the Act. No 
contract worker was engaged at any time in the category of work prohibited by the notifications of the government. The 
work entrusted to the workman of M/s Sudhir Transport was as per the terms of the contract only but not the works 
prohibited by the Government vide notifications. Drilling and blasting was carried out throughout by regular employees 
only. Remedy if any to the U‘ party lies under CERA Act but not in the present reference. 

By way of rejoinder statement, the U‘ Party placed their Para wise remarks to the averments of the counter statement. 

3. Both parties have examined one witness each on their behalf Documents Ex W-1 to Ex W-6 was exhibited for 
the U‘ Party and Ex M-1 to Ex M-24 were marked for the 2"‘* Party. 

4. Both have submitted oral and written argument. 

5. WWl / Office bearer of the Union examined for the U‘ Party, during the course of his cross-examination, 
expressed his ignorance to the suggestion the President of Union Smt. Shanthi who has authorised him has no such 
authority to authorise him to give evidence. As a matter of fact, the authorisation given to him by Smt. S. Shanthi reads 
thus; 

“I hereby authorised Sh. Chandran aged 54 years, T. No. 55, Secretary of the Mines Employees Union, 

Bhadravathi. To inform my views and other information to the advocate who appearing the reference CR 

40/2003, he shall be answered the questions asked by the advocate in respect of reference case and also 

activities of the workers who involved in this reference case. ’’ 

It is clear from the above that, the authorisation given to him by the President of the Union is not to prosecute 
the claim or adduce evidence on behalf of the 1 party in this case. In his affidavit evidence, except reiterating the claim 
statement averments nothing more was placed as evidence. Though he claims that, he has been working at 
Kemmanagundi Mines form the year 1995 his affidavit evidence lacks his personal knowledge of the claim allegations. 
He admits the suggestions that, he has no knowledge about the affairs of the 2"‘* Party prior to 1996 and admits that VISE 
got mining licence on 16.07.1994 and thereafter stared mining operations at Kemmanagundi. He also admits that, 
Kemmanagundi is open cast mines situated in Malnad area where there is heavy rainfall for four months. He had given a 
list of concerned 80 workmen whom he claims to be alive and some of them are dead. He is not aware of the notification 
issued by the Central Government declaring Kemmanagundi Mines as Bhadra Wild Life Sanctuary. He admits that, the 
2"“^ Party is not mining since 2005. 

Reading the referred issue between lines it presupposes that, the reference in respect of 103 contract labourers 
employed in Kemmanagundi Iron Ore Mines, who were engaged in the works prohibited by the appropriate Government 
vide notifications of 15.12.1979 and 28.05.1982. 

6. On their own showing, the Union is prosecuting the case of 80 employees only and out of them some might be 
not alive as of now. WW-1 is not authorised by the Union to adduce evidence on behalf of 80 workmen; no authorisation 
is given in his favour by the concerned 80 workmen. It is a known fact that, there is no mining operation at 
Kemmanagundi side since it is declared as Wild Life protected area, vide notification of the Government. It is not at all 
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stated with specification that, which of the 1®‘ Party concerned workmen was engaged in the works prohibited by the 
notification of the Government. 

7. In this adjudication the geniuses of the contract entered by the 2"“* Party with its contractors cannot be probed 
into for the simple reason that, the Union has taken upon itself to espouse the cause of contract labourers. We are also 
not at the lapses on the part of the 2"‘* Party in implementing the welfare measures to the contract workers. It is an 
admitted fact that, the work at Kemmanagundi is not perennial in nature since it is open cast mining where mining 
cannot be undertaken during rainy season. 

8. Two Notifications of the Government which prohibited certain works being performed by contract workers are 
marked Ex W-14 and Ex W-15, those works are 

a. Over burden removal; 

b. Drilling and blasting; 

c. Float ore operation; 

d. Muck cleaning operation in crushing operation; 

e. Screen in plains conveyer belts; 

f Wagon levelling operations; 

Mere claim statement allegations that, the work of the employees used to be supervised by the Officers of the 
Principal Employer and they were engaged to do prohibited works etc., will not take the case of the Union anywhere 
unless there is tangible direct evidence to that effect. At no stretch of imagination, it can be believed that 130 workers 
have worked in the prohibited areas. 

When it is an admitted fact that, subsequent to the license issued by the Central Government the 2"^ Party 
commenced Mining operation from 1997 where is the question of the contract employees serving the 2"“* Party for more 
than 25 years prior to raising Industrial Dispute in the year 2003. The contract dated 04.04.1995 is marked as 
Ex M-9, there is nothing suggesting in this Agreement that the prohibited work was assigned to the contractor. The 
Principal Employer was registered under Section 7 of the CERA Act (Ex M-12) and the contractor had license under 
Section 12 of the said Act (Ex M-13). It is not the case of the workman that, the contractor did not settle their legitimate 
dues after the contract between the 2”‘* Party and the contractor came to be closed. 

It is also an admitted fact that, mining lease is not renewed after June 2004 and closure of the mine is not 
questioned by anybody affected. It is also the submission of the 2"“^ Party that, since they closed the mining operation 
there was scarcity of iron ore required for manufacture of the products and they do not have any source of raw material 
and suffered huge loss. They have cut down the man power and there is no chance of fresh recruitment or appointment. 
The Government have cleared the process of privatisation and the process is in progress. The paper clippings of the 
demonstration held by the public and employees opposing privatisation is also produced. 

9. The U' Party instead of meeting the factualities displayed by the 2"^ Party is banking upon the contract entrusted 
to M/s Sudhir Transport Ltd. Having severed their relationship with the contractors, now it is not open for them to claim 
further relief from the principal employer that too after the closure of the mining operations. It is after that the 2'"^ Party 
had challenged the notifications at Ex M-14 and Ex M-15 before the Hon'ble High Court of Karnataka and availing the 
benefits of interim stay order, they were running the Mines and thereafter withdrew the petition. Subsequently, the 
Contractor challenged the notification by filing separate petition and thereafter withdrew the petition. Thus, they have 
run the Mines for more than 5 years. But we are not here to record a finding on the legality on Mining activity, when the 
very Mining activity has come to stand still where is the question of planting Contract employees in Regular Posts? The 
claim is without merit. 

AWARD 

The reference is rejected. 

(Dictated to o/s LDC, transcribed by her, corrected and signed by me on 27* December, 2019) 


Justice Smt. RATNAKALA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 13th January, 2020 

S.O. 92.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 39/2010) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 10.01.2020. 


ANNEXURE 


[No. L-30012/12/2010-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 


DATED : 03’^° JANUARY 2020 

PRESENT : JUSTICE SMT. RATNAKALA, Presiding Officer 

CR 39/2010 


I Party 

Sh. M Lakshmana, 

S/o Sh. Mareappa, 

BPCL, R/o House No. 1-3-1, 
V V Giri Road, 

Raichur - 584 101. 


II Party 

1. The Senior Operation Office, 
BPCL, Raichur - 584 101, 
Karnataka. 

2. The Territory Manager, 
BPCL, Near Desur Railway 
Station Zad, Shahapur PO, 

Belgaum- 590 014. 


Appearance 

Advocate for I Party : Mr. Clifton D’Rozario 

Advocate for II Party : Mr. B.C. Prabhakar 

AWARD 


The Central Government vide Order No. L-30012/12/2010-IR(M) dated 04.10.2010 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (for 
brevity ‘the Act’ hereafter) referred the following Industrial Dispute for adjudication. 

“Whether the action of management of BPCL, Raichnr Depot in terminating the services of 
Sh. M. Lakshmana S/o Sh. Mareappa w.e.f 07.05.2009 is jnstified? To what relief the workman is entitled?” 

1. The claim of the U‘ Party workman is, he was appointed as Watchman with the 2"“^ Party w.e.f 06.07.1987. He 

has served continuously sincerely, honestly and continuously for more than 240 days in each of the calendar year, until 
he was illegally refused employment on 07.05.2009. Before refusing employment, no charge sheet was issued and no 
enquiry was contemplated. The action of the 2"“^ Party amounts to retrenchment as defined under Section 2 (00) of ‘the 
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Act’ but without following mandatory provision of ‘the Act’. He was appointed against a permanent vacancy; the 
management has contended that he was on contract basis but he had not obtained any license under The Contract Labour 
(Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970 nor the 2"'^ Party had registered under the Act to engage contract labourers. 

At the time of his appointment his signature was obtained on blank paper and his service was initially entered as 
permanent employee. They planned to get an agreement typed on the blank paper on which his signature was signed. 
They declared that his contract is terminated; he has never worked on contract and there was no such contract of 
employment; he was paid daily wages at the rate of Rs. 4,000/- per month. He has a dependent family and without any 
source of income. 

2. The 2“‘* Party countered the claim averment in their statement contending that, in the year 1987, in order to meet 
some exigency of work like unplanned leave of permanent workman and temporary increase in work load, it necessitated 
to engage casuals. The Party was intermittently engaged as a casual labourer during 1987-2005 depending on the 
requirement for jobs like Tank Lorry Helper, Security Guard and other miscellaneous jobs as work exigencies. In this 
regard they have issued a letter No. EC.CON. 87 dated 06.07.1987 to three workmen including party workman. They 
were informed by this letter that, “...your engagement will be on casual basis and there is no guarantee what so ever of 
a permanent employment”. The service of the L‘ Party workman as casual employee was seized in the year 2005 since 
there was no exigency. His engagement was not continuous, as a casual his engagement did not exceed 240 days in any 
calendar year. From July 2005 to November 2008, as and when required, he provided service as a self-employed service 
provider on retainer fee basis for jobs like assisting him TWD Pump House and Lab activities. 

Further it is contended that. Tenders for annual job contract for maintenance at Raichur Depot was invited on 
15.12.2008. The L* party submitted his tender on 27.12.2008 and was the successful bidder. The Tender was approved 
on 29.12.2008, the memorandum of agreement dated 04.02.2009 was entered with him. As per the agreement, total 
maintenance charge payable by the 2"‘* Party to the L* Party was Rs. 8,500/- per month it was inclusive of PF at 12.5% -l- 
12.5% towards employers and employee contribution respectively and 1% administration charge for the workers 
engaged under the contract. He was performing the job awarded to him by engaging a workman Sh. Hanumanthu. 
It was found that, the quality of work was not as per the specification of the contract agreement and he was cautioned 
vide letter dated 02.03.2009 but there was no improvement in his performance. Therefore, contract agreement was 
terminated on 07.05.2009 in accordance with the terms of the contract agreement. There is no Employer-Employee 
relationship between the parties. He is issued termination letter dated 07.05.2009; no appointment order is issued to him. 
The claim statement averments contrary to the effective facts are denied. 

3. Both Parties have adduced evidence and submitted their arguments in writing. 

4. The Deputy Manager of the 2"'^ Party is the sole witness for the 2”“^ Party and produced 133 documents. 

During course of cross examination, the witness came out that they do not maintain monthly wage registers for casual 
labourers. 

During his rebuttal evidence, the L* Party workman reiterated his claim. During the course of cross 
examination, he identified Ex M-129 which is the Photostat copy of the agreement bearing his signature. Ex M-131 / the 
memorandum of contract with it’s terms and conditions and the termination of contract vide Annexure 133. He admits 
the suggestion that on the basis of termination of contract, he has raised the dispute and he has paid wages to workman 
Sh. Hanumanthu during 2009 who was working under him. He further admits that, from 2009 onwards he is working as 
a Welder. 

5. The 2"“* Party has produced cash payment vouchers commencing from 06.07.1999 upto June 2005 as Ex M-1 to 
Ex M-81 and also statement / documentary proof showing payment of ex-gratia to the casuals commencing from 1998 to 
2005 as Ex M-82 and Ex M-91 and five bills raised by the L* Party workman and the cash payment vouchers for the 
period 05.08.2005 to 13.08.2008 as Ex M-86 to Ex M-123. Though these documents are disputed by the Party 
workman, at any stretch of imagination, it can be assumed or presumed that the 2"^ Party which is a Central Public 
Sector Undertaking Company controlled directly by the Central Government and incorporated as Commercial 
Corporation would indulge in fabricating documents for years even before the dispute was raised. 

The undisputed documentary evidence takes over the contrary oral evidence placed by the workman. Because 
of his admission that, initially he is appointed as casual labour intermittently and between July 2005 to November 2008 
he provided his service as service provider, there is no material to accept that it was a continuous service in any of the 
calendar year as contemplated by Section 2 (b) of ‘the Act’. Having entered into an independent contract to provide 
service, now it does not lay in his mouth to claim that he is a workman under Section 2(s) of the Act. Any financial 
transaction of the 2"'^ Party in it’s business or administration is subject to scrutiny of the audit and account. Wherefore, it 
cannot be said that the contract entered between the workman and the 2"“^ Party was a namesake contract. If by 
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terminating the contract agreement the 2"'^ Party violated the provisions of Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) 
Act, 1970, action has to be taken against them under the said forum only. 

6. The 2'“* Party has produced the Certified Copy of the deposition of Sh. K. Hanumanthu who had worked under 
the U* party workman recorded in CR No. 36/2010 before this Tribunal. Said Hanumanthu had raised Industrial Dispute 
on the similar grounds as that of the U‘ Party workman. During his Cross examination in the said case, 
Sh. K. Hanumanthu had accepted the case of the 2“‘* Party in its entirety. The U‘ Party workman has failed to establish 
that, he was terminated w.e.f 07.05.2009 illegally. On his own showing, that was the date on which the agreement was 
terminated by the 2”‘* Party (Ex M-133) and he was not a workman of the 2"“^ Party. 

The very reference is misconceived; hence, there is no question of further probing about the justifiability or otherwise of 
the alleged termination of the U‘ party Sh. M. Lakshmana w.e.f 07.05.2009. 

AWARD 

The reference is rejected. 

(Dictated to o/s LDC, transcribed by her, corrected and signed by me on 03'^'* January, 2020) 

Justice Smt. RATNAKALA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 13th January, 2020 

S.O. 93.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 10/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Kolkata now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Kolkata Port Trust and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
03.01.2020. 


[No. L-32011/8/200l-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL AT KOLKATA 
Reference No. 10 of 2002 
Parties: Employers in relation to the management of Kolkata Port Trust 

AND 


Their workmen 

Present: Justice Ravindra Nath Mishra, Presiding Officer 

Appearance: 

On behalf of the Management : Mr. A. Ghosh, learned counsel with Mr. P. Ghosh, learned counsel and 

Mr. M.K. Sil, learned counsel. 

On behalf of the Workmen : Mr. P.K. Ghosh, learned counsel 

State: West Bengal. 


Industry: Port & Dock. 
Dated, 19* December, 2019 
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AWARD 

By Order No. L-32011/8/200l-IR(M) dated 15.04.2002 the Government of India, Ministry of Labour in 
exercise of its powers under Section 10(l)(d) and (2A) referred the following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of Haldia Dock Complex (CPT) in not absorbing permanently the 

services of S/Shri S.N. Das, Ajay Kumar Mai and Mothers employed in Haldia Dock Complex (CPT Guest 

House) is justified? If not, what relief the concerned 13 workmen is entitled to? ’’ 

2. In response to notice issued by this Tribunal upon reference, the parties appeared and filed their pleadings. 
From the statement of claims filed by the workmen, relevant facts as submitted by the workmen are that the Deputy 
Chairman of the board of Kolkata Port Trust is authorized to exercise powers and duties conferred upon the board and its 
Chairman. The Deputy Chairman approved the note submitted by the Joint Manager, Admn., Haldia Dock Complex 
(hereinafter called the H.D.C. for convenience) about manning pattern of Calcutta Port Trust Officers’ Club, Haldia 
(hereinafter referred to as club for convenience), whereupon the honorary secretary of the club issued a notice inviting 
applications from the candidates for consideration for appointment for the club in different categories of vacancies. The 
concerned 13 workmen along with other candidates were interviewed by the selection committee consisting of officers 
of the said HD.C. Though letters of appointment were issued on temporary basis by the honorary secretary of the club, 
but each of the concerned workmen has been working continuously and attending jobs of permanent nature of the Guest 
House under the administrative and financial control of the H.D.C. Salaries of the workmen were also paid from the fund 
of the H.D.C. The land on which the Guest House is located belongs to the H.D.C. Premises of the Guest House was 
also constructed and owned by the H.D.C. Expenses for infrastructural support for running and maintaining the Guest 
House are exclusively met from the fund of the H.D.C. The purpose of having guest house by the employer is to provide 
lodging facility to the officials of different organizations and companies coming to Kolkata Port Trust for business 
purpose, shipping agents, auditors, officers of the employer etc. The Guest House is a revenue earning centre of the 
HD.C. The tariff charges are fixed and collected and directly deposited with the accounts department of the H.D.C. 
Officers of H.D.C. issued administrative instruction directly to the workmen concerned. The audit report was also 
forwarded to the Manager, Administration of the H.D.C. as incharge of the Guest House. Club is not registered under the 
West Bengal Societies Registration Act. The workmen concerned were actually employed by the H.D.C. to attend 
regular and permanent nature of jobs in respect of the Guest House. It is further stated that the workmen concerned made 
representation to the Chairman of the Board of Trustees for treating them as regular employees of the H.D.C., but neither 
the Chairman nor the Deputy Chairman responded to the representation of the workmen. The workmen concerned also 
wrote to the Trustees of the Board of Trustees making similar representation for treating them as regular employees. 
However, on 8* December, 1998 the General Manager gave an evasive reply, therefore, dispute was raised in the office 
of the Central Government Conciliation Officer. 

3. The H.D.C. in its written statement has denied the claims of the concerned workmen and has pleaded that the 
Calcutta Port Trust Officers Club has been formed by its officers for their recreational purpose. All officers of the 
employer are members of the said club. Later on a Guest House was also constructed by the employer for the exclusive 
use of members, guests and outsiders and has been entrusted to the club for its day-to-day running. Though the club and 
Guest House were built upon the land of the employer, but the same is not part and parcel of its operation. There is no 
statutory obligation on the part of the employer to provide club or guest house to its officers or employees. The guest 
house and the club are not port’s establishments, but distinct and separate body being controlled and managed by 
executive body constituted by election amongst officers. The club is a socio-cultural association established for the 
purpose of promoting the interest of officers in social, cultural, sports and other relative activities and it is governed by 
its own rules and bylaws and any outsider may also become an associate member of the club upon approval of the 
executive committee. It also charges monthly subscription from its members for promoting various socio-cultural 
activities. The operation and maintenance of the club are met out from the subscription received from the members and 
grants received from the Kolkata Port Trust. For the purpose of running the said club and guest house, the club appoints 
its employees. There is no employer - employee relationship between the management and the employees of the club. 
The management also has no administrative or disciplinary control over the said employees. Salary and other allowances 
of the employees are also paid by the club. The Deputy Chairman had approved the suggestions of Joint Manager 
(Administration) for manning the club as President of the said club and not in his official capacity. The Joint Manager 
(Administration) is also a member of the club. The management has also denied that tariff is fixed by it. The question of 
revenue earning has got no relevancy to the present dispute. The management has no interference in any manner 
whatsoever. It has been further stated that the attendance of the club employees are not kept in the register meant for the 
employees of the management, but in the register maintained by the club itself Though the grant made by the 
management to the club for running the guest house is subject to audit, but cannot in any way reflect the employer - 
employee relationship. The workmen concerned have no right under the law to claim their regularization under the 
employer as its employees. 
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4. The union filed its rejoinder denying the allegations made by the management of H.D.C. in its written 
statement. 

5. During pendency of reference, Calcutta Port Trust Officers’ Club, Haldia is also made a party to the reference 
by this Tribunal and opportunity was given to the club to file written statement in which it is stated that the club is 
promoted for recreation and other cultural activities of its members. The club performs different sports and cultural 
activities for the entertainment of the officers of Kolkata Port Trust and other Govemment/Public Sector Organizations 
located at Haldia. The club is also governed by its executive committee and it is bound by its bylaws for day-to-day 
activities. The club generates its fund for running the club from the subscription from its members, fees for utilization of 
swimming pool, Jim, renting of auditorium and other club premises and also from the grant received from the Kolkata 
Port Trust. The club has a number of full-time and part-time employees including the concerned workmen who were 
recruited by the club authority and is under the administrative control of the club. Salaries are also disbursed by the club. 

6. The workmen have also filed their rejoinder against the written statement filed by the management of the club. 

7. Learned counsel appearing for the workmen has submitted that the activities of club are controlled by the 
management of H.D.C. financially as well as administratively. The employees of the club are employees of the 
management of H.D.C. (Calcutta Port Trust. The club is not registered under the West Bengal Societies Registration Act. 

8. Per contra, learned counsel appearing for the employer has denied that there is any relationship of employer and 
employee between the management and the employees of the club. The club is an independent body and not controlled 
by the management. The Deputy Chairman of the management is Ex-officio President of the club by virtue of his office. 
Merely because audit reports have been submitted to the management or some financial grants were given to the club, 
the employees of the club cannot be deemed to be employees of the management. 

9. The question of relationship of employer and employee has dealt with by the Hon’ble Apex Court in Balwant 
Rai Saluja & Anr. V. Air India & Ors., 2014 (9) SCALE 567 in which the Hon’ble Apex Court has laid down certain 
guidelines to decide the relationship of employer and employee. These guidelines may be enumerated as below - 

(a) Who appoints the workers? 

(b) Who pays the salary/remuneration? 

(c) Who has the authority to dismiss? 

(d) Who can take disciplinary action? 

(e) Whether there is continuity of service? and 

(f) Extent of control and supervision viz., whether there exists complete control and supervision? 

10. In order to consider existence of above factors in the instant case as enumerated in Balwant Rai Saluja case 
(supra), the factual aspect of the instant case may be broadly divided into two heads. 1) Administrative control and 2) 
Financial control. 

Administrative Control 

11. Admittedly the club was constructed by the H.D.C. on the land owned by the H.D.C. So far as administrative 
control of the club is concerned, it is material to note here that the club was established in 1987 when a proposal was 
submitted by the Joint Manager (Administration), Haldia Dock Complex to the Deputy Chairman for approval. Copy of 
note sheet. Ext. W-01 shows that after completion of civil construction work, approval of Deputy Chairman was sought 
regarding quality and norms of furniture, for charges of occupation of the guest house for officers of the Port Trust and 
for the officials also. It was also submitted that to run the club necessary number of personnel were also required and in 
that behalf post of one Supervisor, two Cooks, two cook mates and two Sweeper-cum-Malies should be created. It is also 
submitted that scale of pay may be fixed in consultation with P&IR and Finance Divisions, HDC management. It is also 
stated that additional grant to the club to meet the additional financial burden should also be granted and the revenue 
collected from the guest house would be deposited in the Kolkata Port Trust exchequer. Booking of accommodation at 
the guest house is to be controlled by the Administrative Office of the HDC. This proposal was approved by the Deputy 
Chairman on 25.11.1987. Consequent upon which a notice was published under the signature of Honorary Secretary of 
the club inviting applications for filling temporary vacancies of Caretaker-cum-Clerk, Assistant Caretaker, Butler and 
Club Assistant Attendant. Relevant document is Ext. W-02. The workmen have also filed copy of letter addressed to the 
Manager (Finance) by the Assistant Manager (Admin.) Ext. W-03, and Office Orders Exts. W-11, W-12 and W-28 
which show that the Deputy Chairman of the HDC had not only approved the creation and filing of posts, but also 
promotions of club employees. Thus, consequent upon creation of posts, appointments were made, though by the 
signature of Honorary Secretary of the club. But, the above factual position goes to show that the club was set up, posts 
were created and promotions were made by the Administrative Office of the HDC under the approval of the Deputy 
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Chairman. Not only this, even document, Ext. W-32, another letter of Deputy Secretary, mentions approval of the 
Deputy Chairman for grant of uniform to the employees of the club, refrigerator was purchased by obtaining approval of 
the Deputy Chairman (Ext. W-34), furniture were purchased under the order of the Assistant Manager, I&CF and 
direction was issued as to how these furniture were to be placed in the guest house (Ext. W-34). Rate of tariff was fixed 
by the Adminstrative Office of the HDC (Ext. W-51). A letter dated 13* February, 1995 (Ext. W-53) further shows 
administrative control of the HDC for even small matters. In view of above mentioned facts, it is sufficiently established 
that the Joint Manager (Administration) issued warning to the Secretary of the club to be careful in future and to take his 
duties seriously. Thus for disciplinary actions also employees are under control of the H.D.C. HDC has complete 
administrative control for day-to-day functioning of the club and also for taking disciplinary action against the 
employees working at the club/guest house. Only officers of the H.D.C. can be member of the club and only Deputy 
Chairman can be President of the club. 

Financial Control 

12. In respect of financial control, the workmen have filed several documents to show that financially the club was 
dependent upon the Finance Department of the management of HDC. For every purchases and expenditures, approval of 
either Deputy Chairman or Finance Office of the HDC was required. Salary of the employees of the club was also 
controlled by Admin. Office of the HDC (Ext. W-25). The expenditures were subject to approval of the Deputy 
Chairman, HDC (Exts. W-26 and W-27). Enhancement in allowances payable to the staff of the club was also controlled 
by the Deputy Chairman, HDC (Ext. W-26 and W-27). For payment of monthly salary to the staff of the club, approval 
of the Finance Department of HDC was required (Ext. W-22). Without approval of the Deputy Chairman, HDC 
enhancement of expenditure towards staff wage revision was not possible. 

13. Though the management of the club which has been added to this reference to contest the claim of the workmen 
employed at club has contested by saying that the club has its own rules and regulations and the management of HDC 
has no interference in the affairs of the club, but the documents filed by the management of the club. Ext. AP-03 goes to 
show that financially the club was dependent upon the grant of the HDC. The audit query. Ext. W-69 has added further 
fuel fo the issue wherein it is mentioned that “ A scrutiny of records under fringe benefit section revealed that persons 
engaged for services in the HDC Guest House are being paid regular salary, OT, Roster off Holiday Allowance and 
Snacks Duty Allowance for their uninterrupted service from general fund of the Port like the regular employees of the 
Port in accordance with the principles laid down under Section 23 read with Section 88 of the HPT Act .” Though query 
has been made by the audit party as to whether they are under the administrative roll of HDC and if not how monthly 
regular establishment payments are being made to them from Trust account. This is a factual aspect observed by audit 
party that the employees of club are being paid regular salary from the fund of Trust like regular employees of the Port. I 
am not convinced with the submission for the HDC that report has not relevance to the issue, but the fact remains that 
the employees at club were getting regular salary from the HDC. 

14. In almost similar set of facts in Achinta Kumar Mondal & Anr. v. Calcutta Port Trust & Aur., C.O No. 
12246 of 1989 decided on 27* August, 1995 where canteens were running in the premises of Kolkata Port Trust as well 
as Haldia Dock Complex, water and electricity were supplied to the canteens at the cost of port trust authority, 
accommodation was provided by converting a shed by the Engineering Department of Kolkata Port Trust, Port Trust 
paid monthly subsidy to each of the canteens based on membership. Direct control was maintained by the management 
over the expenditure and income of the canteens. Internal Auditors for each tiffin club was appointed by the 
administration, number of workers and payment of salary and allowances were controlled by the administration of port 
authority, duty hours was fixed by the authority, disciplinary action was also in the hands of the administration, it was 
held by the Hon’ble Court that the employees of the canteens of Kolkata Port Trust were employees of the management 
of Kolkata Port Trust. 

15. Similarly, in Chennai Port Trust v. Chennai Port Trust Industrial Employees Canteen Workers Welfare 
Association & Others, AIR 2018 SC 2272 relying on its previous decision with approval in Indian Petrochemicals 
Corporation Ltd. & Anr. v. Shramik Sena & Ors., AIR 1999 SC 2577 the Hon’ble Apex Court held that where the 
workers belonging to the Port Trust only were entitled for membership, nominee of Port Trust could act as Chairman of 
the cooperative society. Port Trust administration had right to audit the accounts of the canteens, electricity and water 
were supplied by the Port Trust free of charge, financial matters were controlled by the Financial Advisor and the Chief 
Accounts Officer of the Port Trust, canteens are part and parcel of administration of the Chennai Port Trust and the 
employees of the canteens were employees of Chennai Port Trust. 

16. Learned counsel for the management of Haldia Dock Complex has cited Indian Drugs & Pharmaceuticals 
Ltd. V. Workman, Indian Drugs & Pharmaceuticals Ltd., 2007 (112) FLR 474, Union of India & Others v. Central 
Govt. Industrial Tribunal & Another, 2005 (4) CHN 31, Secretary, State of Karnataka & Others v. Umadevi (3) 
& Others, (2006) 4 SCC 1, Dr. Surinder Singh Jamwal & Another v. The State of Jammu & Kashmir & Others, 
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IT 1996 (6) 725, All India Railway Institute v. Union of India, AIR 1990 SC 952, State of Rajasthan & Others v. 
Daya Lai & Others, (2011) 2 SCC 429, S.C. Chandra & Others v. State of Jharkhand & Others, Appeal (civil) 
1532 of 2005, Board of Trustees for Port of Kolkata v. Ahhijit Kumar Ray, (2009) 1 SCC 743 to argue that 
regularization of workers should not be directed where the establishment is already overstaffed. He has also submitted 
that Court cannot direct creation of post or direct filling of vacancies without following the recruitment rules or that 
regularization is not possible where there is no sanctioned post or that the workers are not entitled for absorption by way 
of regularization in Government service. The cases cited above by the learned counsel for the management are 
distinguishable on facts of the present case. In the instant case posts were created by the management of Haldia Dock 
Complex at the starting of club and guest house. It is not the case of the management that the club is overstaffed. Only 
question involved in this case for consideration is whether the employees recruited by the club as against the sanctioned 
post on behalf of Haldia Dock Complex are employees of Haldia Dock Complex or not. When the club is controlled by 
the management, it is part and parcel of Haldia Dock Complex. There appears no problem in their absorption as they are 
already recruited against sanctioned posts and also by following the recruitment rules. 

17. The aforesaid discussions go to show that the club was under the control of Haldia Dock Complex not only 
financially but administratively also. Salary of the employees are paid out of general fund of Haldia Dock Complex as it 
appears in query made by audit. Hence, in these circumstances, the concerned workmen are the employees of Haldia 
Dock Complex and the action of the management of Haldia Dock Complex in not absoprbing the concerned workmen in 
regular service of Haldia Dock Complex is not justified. The concerned workmen are entitled to be treated as regular 
employees of the management of Haldia Dock Complex. 

Justice RAVINDRA NATH MISHRA, Presiding Officer 

Dated, Kolkata, 

The 19* December, 2019 
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New Delhi, the 13th January, 2020 

S.O. 94.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 56/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court-2, New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s Delhi International Airport Private Limited and others and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 13.01.2020. 

[No. L-11011/9/2016-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT No. 2, NEW DELHI 


PRESENT : SMT. PRANITA MOHANTY, Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court-II, New Delhi 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE No. 56/2016 


Date of Passing Award : 18th December. 2019 

Shri Akshay Rathi. 

s/o. Shri Satendra Singh Rathi, 

Through Delhi Prant Pichra Varg Mazdoor Union, 

A-254, Fact.Opposite A-147 Indira Kalyan Vihar, 

Okhla Indl.Area Ph.I, New Delhi 110020. 
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Address Village Dheeraheri P.O. Bhopa, 

Zile Muzaffar Nagar, 

U.P.-251308. ...Workman/claimant 

Versus 

1. The CEO, 

Delhi International Airport Pvt. Ltd. (DIAL) 

Near Udan Bhawan, IGI Airport, 

Terminal 3 & 1-D, 

New Delhi 110037. 

2. The Managing Director, 

M/s. Lite Bite Folods Pvt. Ltd. 

1. Address - 

317, Udyog Viharf Phase IV, Gurgaon, 

Haryana-122016. 

2. Address- 
IGI Airport, near Udan 
Terminal 3 & I-D, 

New Delhi 110037. 

Appearances 

None : For the Workman 

Shri Manish Sehrawat, A/R : For the Management No. 1 

Shri Rakesh, A.R : For the Management No. 2 

AWARD 

This Award shall decide a reference which was made to this Tribunal by the Ministry of Labour, Government 
of India vide letter No. L-11011/9/2016-IR(M) dated 12.04.2016 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 
(2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short “the Act”) for adjudication of an industrial dispute, 
terms of which are as under: 

‘Whether demand of the Union for reinstatement of the services of the workman i.e. Shri Akshay Rathi s/o. 
Shri Satender Rathi, alongwith back wages and other consequential benefits is legal and/or justified ? If so, what relief is 
he entitled to and what directions are necessary in this respect ?’ 

2. Both parties were put to notice and the claimant/workman filed statement of claim with the averments inter-alia 
that he had been working on the post of D.C.D.P. under the Managements since 28/11/2009. His last drawn wages were 
Rs. 12685/- per month. He had been performing his duties with honesty & dedication and gave no chance of any 
complaint to the Management. The Management did not provide legal benefits like wage slip, bonus, appointment letter, 
identity card, ESI and PF. When the workman started demanding the same, the Management started harassing the 
workman with a view to deprive him all the lawful benefits and ultimate terminated his services on 16/6/2015 in 
arbitrary & illegal manner, without giving any show cause notice or notice pay or service compensation. Even earned 
wages of the workman for the period 1/6/2015 to 15/6/2015 was not paid to him. Such an action of the Management in 
terminating the services of the workman is unwarranted and illegal. The workman issued a demand notice through 
speed post/courier on 8/7/2015 but to no response. Thereafter the workman approached the office of Regional Labour 
Commissioner. Conciliation proceedings were held but the same failed due to non cooperative attitude of Management. 
It is also pleaded that the workman is unemployed since the date of his illegal termination from service and he is 
dependent upon his relations as he failed to get job despite efforts. The workman has prayed for reinstatement with 
continuity of service , back wages and consequential benefits, as well as litigation expenses to the tune of Rs.25,000/-. 

3. Management No.l DIAL filed its written statement, submitting that the workman was never appointment by 
Management No.l. Rather the workman/claimant was appointed by the Management No.2 and he was under direct 


Bhawan, 


.. .Managements 
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control of Management No. 2 in whose favour a licence agreement dated 5/1/2009 was granted by Management No.l. 
Prayer has been made for dismissal of claim petition. 

4. Management No. 2 M/s. Lite Bite Food Pvt. Ltd. resisted the claim of the workman, by filing written statement 
and took preliminary objections on the grounds inter alia that the workman/claimant has misrepresented the facts. 
Denying the averments of the workman regarding illegal termination of his service, it is alleged that the claimant himself 
started absenting from his services w.e.f 18/6/2015 without any lawful permission or authorization and did not turn back 
on duty despite phone calls and reminders. The wages for 1/6/2015 to 17/6/2015 could not be paid to him as he was 
absenting from duties. It is also alleged that during conciliation proceedings, the claim was settled in the presence of 
the witnesses and the Management had paid earned wages of Rs.10059/- to the workman vide cheque No.034056 dated 
21/7/2015 drawn on Yes Bank which was duly encashed by the workman/claimant. It was also agreed by the workman 
in the conciliation meeting dated 1/10/2015 that he will join his duties on 5/10/2015. Despite repeated call letters and 
intimations dated 5/10/2015 and 19/10/2015, claimant willfully and deliberately did not join his duties. The claimant is 
gainfully employed and as such he is not entitled to any back wages as claimed. Prayer has been made for rejection of 
the claim petition as the claimant had himself abandoned his job on his own and is not willing to work. 

4. The claimant filed rejoinders, reiterating his own case as set up in the claim petition and denied the allegations 
of the Managements/Respondents. 

5. On the pleadings of the parties, following issues were framed in this case : 

1) Whether the proceeding is maintainable? 

2) Whether there exists employer & employee relationship between the workman and the respondent No. 1 ? 

3) Whether the service of the workman was terminated by respondent No.2 ? 

4) Whether the termination of the workman is legal and justified? 

5) Whether the workman is entitled to reinstatement to service with back wages and other service benefits ? 

6) To what other relief the parties are entitled to ? 

5. Perusal of the record shows that despite number of opportunities granted to the workman/claimant to adduce 
evidence in support his case regarding his engagement/employment as well as illegal termination of his services by the 
Management/s, he did not lead any evidence for the reasons best known to him. It is a matter of record that the claimant 
had opted not to participate in the proceedings from 2/8/2019 onwards. Ultimately this Tribunal was left with no option 
but to close his evidence vide order dated 10/12/2019. Since the claimant himself did not adduce any oral or 
documentary evidence to prove his case, A/R for the Management chose not to lead any evidence. 

6. At the outset it is mentioned that onus was upon the claimant/workman to prove the relationship of employee & 
employer between himself and Management No.l, as well as to prove that his services were illegally & unjustifiably 
terminated by Management. The workman/claimant has failed to discharge the onus. In view of the fact that the 
claimant has not led any evidence in support of his case, this Tribunal is constrained to pass “No Dispute Award” in the 
matter. Award is passed accordingly. 

PRANITA MOHANTY, Presiding Officer 

18th December, 2019 
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